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ABSTRACT 
MENTORING AND RETENTION OF PHYSICAL THERAPY FACULTY 
SEPTEMBER 1993 
JOANNE PELLETIER RICKERT, B.S., UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT 
M.S., BOSTON UNIVERSITY 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Professor Johnstone Campbell 
The factors influencing the retention of physical 
therapy college faculty had not been previously 
substantiated. In this study investigating faculty 
retention, all 36 full-time faculty from the four 
accredited, entry-level physical therapy programs in a large 
southern state, received a questionnaire. Twenty-eight 
(78%) returned the completed questionnaire. In addition, 
interviews were conducted with eight consenting faculty, two 
from each of the four universities. 
Although mentors are considered by physical therapy 
faculty to be very valuable, mentorship alone did not 
significantly affect physical therapy faculty retention. In 
addition, no significant differences were noted between 
mentored and non-mentored faculty with regard to gender, 
rank, tenure, salary, career selection, prospects for future 
success, and job satisfaction. In addition, gender did not 
significantly influence retention, salary, tenure, rank, 
prospects for future success, career planning, feelings 
about job change or retention in present job. 
vi 
In this study a slightly higher percentage of women 
versus men were mentored. The majority of women and all men 
had a mentor of the same gender. Unlike women in male 
dominated professions, women in physical therapy faculty 
positions found other women and men willing to act as 
their mentors. Women also tended to remain in the mentoring 
relationship for more years than men. Mentored faculty, 
particularly women, had also taken on the role of mentor, 
thus perpetuating the mentor relationship legacy. Both 
women and men experienced relatively few problems as 
compared with the many benefits of the mentor relationship. 
There appeared to be a variety of factors influencing 
faculty retention. The questionnaire results revealed rank 
and tenure to influence faculty retention positively. 
Within the interviews, faculty most frequently mentioned 
other "faculty", as a positive feature attracting them to 
and retaining them within their institution. Salary, 
although not a significant finding in the survey, was 
mentioned several times throughout the interviews. It 
appeared that when salaries reach a critically low level, 
one lower than or approximating the salary of new graduates, 
faculty reconsider their options for clinical rather than 
academic jobs. The institution studied that had the highest 
retention also had the greatest percentage of tenured 
faculty and the second highest salary. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
Background 
Retention of faculty in physical therapy programs in 
the United States is a growing concern to many physical 
therapy professionals (APTA, 1989). At present, there is a 
shortage of physical therapy faculty, particularly doctoral- 
ly prepared faculty, throughout the country (APTA 1983, 
1985, 1987, 1989; Personic 1987). 
Factors which may be adversely affecting retention 
include the following. The APTA (1983) faculty survey 
determined that faculty salaries were disproportionately low 
in comparison to that of physical therapists in the clinical 
setting. In addition, the demands for research, 
publications and presentations, inadequate time for clinical 
practice, inadequate research and teaching resources, and 
heavy work loads, were several areas of stress reported by 
physical therapists in academic settings (Reagan, 1986; 
Pearl, 1987). 
In spite of all these hindrances and challenges there 
are faculty in physical therapy programs who choose to 
remain in academia. According to the APTA (1989) 307 
faculty were on tenure track. Additionally, there are those 
who are promoted, excel and are satisfied within this 
environment. 
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Researchers have determined that mentors can have a 
profound influence on the development, promotion, success, 
and satisfaction of individuals whose lives they have 
influenced (Kram 1983, 1985; Levinson, 1978; Missirian 1980, 
1982; Phillips-Jones 1982; Ricketts 1988). Several authors 
described factors which may influence retention in other 
settings. 
Kram (1983, 1985) Kram and Isabella (1985) Levinson 
(1978) Missirian (1980, 1982) and Yoder (1985) ascribed that 
people who had a mentor move up the promotional ladder 
faster and higher, have increased satisfaction, increased 
retention, increased productivity, and increased likelihood 
of becoming a mentor to others. Kram and Isabella (1985) 
also explained that peer relationships are important in job 
satisfaction and career advancement. 
In addition, Missirian (1980, 1982) attested that several 
individuals are successful because of their ability to 
utilize their own qualifications to their advantage, in¬ 
spite of the inequities in the system. Perhaps it is these 
individual differences which allow faculty to excel in the 
presence of numerous obstacles. The literature above 
describes the positive benefits of having a mentor, yet it 
also suggests that women have a more difficult time 
acquiring a mentor, particularly a female mentor. The 
previously cited studies involved women in male dominated 
fields. This research examined the role a mentor played in 
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the retention of men and women faculty in the female 
dominated profession of physical therapy, an area of 
research not previously investigated. 
Given the review of the research on physical therapy 
faculty, it is obvious that there are factors other than the 
increase in the number of physical programs that are 
influencing the physical therapy faculty shortage. It is 
also apparent that merely graduating more physical 
therapists will not assure that more therapists will assume 
faculty positions thereafter. It is also clear that inspite 
of the significant hurdles of academe, there are faculty who 
select this environment over the traditional clinical 
setting and remain therein. Consequently, there are 
factors currently present which influence these faculty to 
remain in the academic environment. 
Problem 
The problem that this researcher addressed was that while 
there were faculty who were retained, the factors 
influencing this retention remained unsubstantiated. Based 
on an analysis of research in physical therapy, academia and 
mentor relationships, reasons for this lack of 
substantiation appeared to be that previous studies had 
examined mentors in light of promotion, job satisfaction, 
and career success (Missirian 1980, 1982; Kram 1983, 1985; 
Ricketts 1988). In addition, the studies on physical 
therapy and academe had primarily focused on attrition from 
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and attraction to academic settings (APTA 1983, 1985, 1987, 
1989). These studies had neglected to examine the role a 
mentor may play in faculty retention. 
Thus, it is apparent that a new approach to studying the 
retention of faculty in physical therapy programs is 
warranted. Mentor relationships, an area not previously 
investigated in this arena, seemed to be playing an 
important role in this retention. 
Hypotheses 
The primary hypothesis of this study was: Physical 
therapy faculty with a mentor will have greater retention 
(remain within that institution for greater years) than 
faculty without a mentor. The secondary hypothesis was: The 
role a mentor has on physical therapy faculty will vary with 
gender. 
Purpose 
The primary purpose of this study is to identify the role 
that a mentor has on faculty retention in physical therapy 
programs in Florida and to determine if this role varies 
with gender. For the purposes of this study, a mentor is 
considered to be an experienced person who aids with the 
professional development and career advancement by providing 
various career and psychosocial functions, beyond the 
typical supervisory guidance to a developing individual 
(protege) (Ricketts 1988). 
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Career functions previously determined to be the most 
beneficial include exposure and visibility, sponsoring, 
coaching, protection, and challenging assignments. 
Psychosocial functions include acceptance and confirmation, 
counseling and friendship, and role modeling (Kram 1985). 
This study will define retention as the ability to keep 
faculty in the same academic physical therapy program in a 
large southern state for more than 2 years. 
The objectives of this study were to examine: 
1. Differences in the prevalence of mentoring 
relationships between faculty who are retained and those who 
are not retained. 
2. The perceived importance of career mentoring 
relationships as a means of retention. 
3. How characteristics of career mentoring 
relationships differ for female and male faculty as this 
relates to retention. 
4. The differences and similarities between the 
questionnaire and the interview results. 
5. Additional factors which may be influencing faculty 
retention (i.e. tenure, rank, salary, job satisfaction). 
Significance 
Researchers have determined that mentors can have a 
profound influence on the development, promotion, success, 
and satisfaction of individuals whose lives they have 
influenced (Kram 1983, 1985; Levinson, 1978; Missirian 1982; 
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Phillips-Jones 1982; Ricketts 1988). These investigators 
determined that the mentor relationships may be one of the 
most important relationships, for the emotional as well as 
the professional development of young adults. 
Kram (1985) reported that the career functions of the 
the mentor included sponsorship or nomination, providing 
exposure, visibility, coaching or discussion strategies, 
protection, and enabling growth of proteges. She went on to 
describe additional psychosocial functions of the mentor 
that were provided to the protege. These included role 
modeling, acceptance and confirmation, counseling and 
friendship. 
The mentor also benefited from the mentoring 
relationship by receiving information, prestige, loyalty, 
and assistance by the protege. This may have, in turn, 
facilitated the career advancement of the mentor, as well as 
the protege. (Kram and Isabella 1985; Burke, 1984; Zey, 
1984) 
The importance of mentor relationships in the career 
and psychosocial development of women was noted in the 
earlier work of Hennig and Jardim (1977) and later 
reinforced by that of Missirian (1980), Kram (1985), 
Ricketts (1988). 
In addition, Roche (1979) determined that individuals 
who were mentored were more satisfied with their careers 
when compared with non-mentored individuals. The work of 
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Ricketts (1988) revealed similar findings for female retail 
executives who were mentored. 
It appears that mentor relationships for men and women 
had been studied primarily in the business arena. Very 
little was known about the role mentor relationships played 
within the physical therapy academic environment. The 
association between mentor relationships and faculty 
retention had not yet been explored. 
Research investigating the prevalence, perceived 
importance and characteristics of mentoring relationships as 
this relates to faculty retention is important to academic 
administrators who strive to retain faculty. Previous 
studies had documented the high cost of recruitment, 
orientation and training of individuals in a new position; 
yet, little investigation concerning retention had been 
performed. Mentoring relationships may prove to play a 
vital and cost effective role in faculty retention. In 
addition, the added benefits of career advancement, job 
satisfaction, and friendship for faculty, could also have a 
positive effect on the students within this environment. 
This may further influence the preparation of students for 
the increasingly autonomous profession of physical therapy, 
which indirectly influences society at large. 
This study is significant for several reasons. First, 
this research approaches the physical therapy faculty 
shortage problem from a different perspective than that of 
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the APTA. The focus of this research is on retention, a 
perspective that had been overlooked in the research on 
physical therapy. Although faculty have been retained, the 
reasons for their retention had not been explored. It 
appears that these reasons are vital to the understanding of 
faculty retention. Examining the role a mentor plays in 
the retention of faculty in physical therapy programs had 
never been studied. 
Second, if a mentor plays a role in faculty retention, 
as was believed that it would, this research promised to 
lend a better understanding to the type and characteristics 
of a mentor which contribute most to faculty retention. 
Third, this research sought to determine whether 
certain characteristics were gender preferred. The 
association between gender and retention, along with a 
variety of other characteristics was examined. This was 
performed in order to determine whether both genders are 
more similar in their reasons for retention than previously 
demonstrated in traditional research on retention in 
business. This is particularly important when one compares 
the male dominated profession of business with the female 
dominated profession of physical therapy. 
Finally, a better understanding of the role of a 
mentor, tenure, rank, promotion and other characteristics 
may provide useful information to academic programs in 
physical therapy who are interested in retaining faculty. 
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Retention of faculty has a direct effect on the shortage of 
physical therapy faculty. In addition, these experienced 
individuals who have been retained may thereby serve as an 
attraction feature for other physical therapists who are 
exploring different avenues within the profession. 
The conclusions drawn from this study on the effects of a 
mentor and other characteristics, on the retention of 
faculty will help to serve as a guideline for programs to 
retain faculty in physical therapy programs in academic 
settings. These conclusions may also serve as a guideline 
for future studies on retention in other settings. In 
addition, there may be generalizability of the results of 
this research to other similar programs. 
Definition of Terms 
Mentor is an experienced person who aids with the 
professional development and career advancement by providing 
various career and psychosocial functions, beyond the 
typical supervisory guidance to a developing individual 
(protege). (Ricketts 1988) 
Retention is the ability to keep faculty in the same 
academic physical therapy program in Florida for 2 years or 
more. Two years had been selected because 53% of faculty 
surveyed by the APTA (1989) fall into the category of 1 to 7 
years within each institution. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Retention of faculty in physical therapy programs in 
the United States is a growing concern to many physical 
therapy professionals (APTA 1989). Mentoring has been 
reported to be a factor which enhances an individual’s 
career advancement, success, satisfaction and feeling of 
belonging to "the network" (Levinson 1978; Phillips Jones 
1982; Missirian 1980; Kram 1983, 1985; Ricketts 1988). 
The primary focus of this study is to determine whether 
mentors play a role in the retention of physical therapy 
faculty in Florida. Likewise, this study will examine 
whether this role varies with gender. In the pages that 
follow, a review will be presented of selected literature 
under the topical headings of the physical therapy faculty 
shortage, mentoring relationships and summary. 
The Physical Therapy Faculty Shortage 
At present there is a shortage of physical therapy 
faculty, particularly doctorally prepared faculty, 
throughout the country (APTA 1983, 1985, 1987, 1989; 
Personic 1987). Factors which may be adversely affecting 
retention include the following. The APTA (1983) faculty 
survey determined that faculty salaries were 
disproportionately low in comparison to that of physical 
therapists in the clinical setting. Similarly, the demands 
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for research, publications and presentations, inadequate 
time for clinical practice, inadequate research and 
teaching resources, and heavy work loads, were several areas 
of stress reported by physical therapists in academic 
settings (Reagan 1986; Pearl 1987). 
In spite of all these hindrances and challenges there 
are faculty in physical therapy programs who choose to 
remain in academia. According to the APTA (1989) 307 
faculty are on tenure track. Additionally, there are those 
who are promoted, excel and are satisfied within this 
environment. 
Physical therapy is growing dramatically, particularly 
in autonomous positions (APTA 1984, 1987). The population 
at large is becoming more health conscious and seeking the 
services of physical therapists in order to achieve and 
maintain their optimal physical condition. The physical 
therapist’s clients may range in age from 1 day of life to 
over 100 years of age. 
The need for physical therapists is increasing at a 
rate higher than the present supply can meet. This has 
resulted in a greater market for physical therapists in the 
hospital, private office, and home care settings. Higher 
therapist’s salaries and benefits have accompanied these 
changes ( APTA 1983, 1986). 
Physical therapists in 27 states in the United States 
are presently able to practice without a physician’s 
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referral (Monahan, 1992). As this autonomous practice act 
takes hold throughout the United States, it may be more 
difficult to retain physical therapists in teaching 
positions where research requirements and tenure are 
substantial hurdles. The demands for research, 
publications and presentations, teaching resources, and 
heavy work loads, were several areas of stress reported by 
the physical therapists in academic settings (Reagan 1986; 
Pearl 1987). These factors are accompanied by 
disproportionately low salaries in comparison to those of 
therapists in the clinical setting. 
In 1989 the APTA surveyed the 116 physical therapy 
programs in the United States. Six programs did not respond, 
the following data was derived from the 110 responding 
programs. The number of full-time faculty was 722, 464 
(64%) were women. There were 204 part-time physical 
therapy faculty, 133 (65%) were women, 307 faculty were on a 
tenure track in associate professor or full professor 
positions, 89 were not eligible, and 105 were at schools 
that don’t award tenure. The data of men and women in each 
of the ranks was as follows: 1 woman graduate assistant, 14 
women and 7 men lecturers, 86 women and 27 men instructors, 
225 women and 103 men assistant professors, 106 women and 91 
men associate professors, 30 women and 26 men full 
professors (2 of the 718 faculty did not respond to this 
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question). At the time of this study, there were 105 vacant 
faculty positions. 
The APTA (1986) study of faculty indicated that women 
comprised 67% of the faculty in academic year 1984-1985. 
In 1987, Dr. Rose Myers, chairperson of Education for the 
APTA, reported 70% to be the approximate percentage of women 
faculty for that year. In 1989, Dr. Marc Goldstein, 
chairperson of the Education for the APTA, confirmed that 
percentage had decreased to 64%. In addition, in 1989 women 
comprised only 54% of associate professors and 54% of full 
professors; yet, comprised 70% of all positions at the 
assistant professor rank or lower. These national 
statistics were similar to the data collected on the 
physical therapy programs in Florida. 
In 1990 the directors of each of the four accredited 
physical therapy programs in Florida were contacted by this 
researcher. Each director reported on the status of the 
faculty. It was determined that women constituted 59% of 
the faculty, but only 50% of the faculty at the rank of 
associate professor or higher. There was only one full 
professor in all four programs at that time, she was a 
woman. 
In this state, women represented 64% of the assistant 
professors or lecturers. Therefore, in Florida there was a 
4% lower representation of women at the higher ranking 
positions and a 6% lower representation at the assistant 
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professor and lecturer positions, as compared with the 
national statistics. Perhaps the following may explain 
some of the reasons for these gender discrepancies. 
There is a high percentage of women physical therapy 
faculty when compared to other fields and professions. The 
physical therapy profession, as a whole, has an even greater 
percentage of women. Women constitute 75% of the physical 
therapy profession and 64% of the faculty in physical 
therapy programs throughout the United States. The women 
physical therapy faculty face a "double jeopardy". As women 
faculty, they face discrimination, though apparently no 
worse than women faculty in other fields. These women 
physical therapists face adverse working conditions and 
lower economic rewards than private clinicians. In 
addition, the hurdles for advancement, recognition, salary 
and tenure are particularly high when compared with other 
women in private practice. 
This would lead one to believe that faculty would leave 
the academic setting to join their colleagues in the 
clinical setting. According to the APTA (1989) 307 faculty 
were on tenure track, thus planning to remain in academia. 
Given the relatively low salary and high requirements of 
academe, one must examine other factors; which may be 
associated with the retention of these faculty. This 
researcher believes that mentoring plays an important role 
in faculty retention. Prior to this study, no one had 
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addressed the role that mentoring played in the decision of 
physical therapists to remain in faculty positions. 
Mentoring Relationships 
The word "mentor" has its origin in Greek mythology. 
In the tale of Odysseus, Odysseus entrusted his son, 
Telemachus, to his friend and advisor, Mentor. Mentor 
served as his son’s guardian, teacher and father figure. 
Athena, goddess of wisdom and the arts, would disguise 
herself as Mentor and appear in his place. 
Today, "mentors are influential people who 
significantly help you reach your major life goals. They 
have power through who or what they know, to promote your 
welfare, training and career" (Phillips-Jones, 1982) p.21. 
Levinson (1978) describes the mentor in a psychosocial 
sense; "The mentor takes the younger man [woman] under his 
[her] wing, invites him [her] into a new occupational world, 
shows him [her] around, imparts his [her] wisdom, cares, 
sponsors, criticizes and bestows his [her] blessing." This 
writer’s definition of mentoring agrees with that of 
Levinson’s, with one major exception, it includes women as 
evidenced by the bracketed inclusions. 
Mentoring has long been recognized as a valuable means 
of developing specific attributes and potential in men. 
This relationship has been recognized as a key factor in 
their progress toward higher positions in corporations, 
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science and medicine (Becker and Strauss, 1956; Goffman, 
1961; Levinson 1978). 
Several authors have alluded to the importance of a 
mentor in the lives of women. However, the mentor/protege 
relationship was not the primary focus of their study 
(Epstein, 1970; Hennig and Jardin, 1971; Kanter, 1977). 
More recently, mentoring has been studied in the lives of 
women. This is particularly important when considering the 
APTA’s 1991 report, that women presently constitute 
approximately 70% of the physical therapy population and 64% 
of physical therapy faculty. 
Phillips-Jones (1980) studied 332 successful women in 
business and industrial settings. Mentoring was mentioned 
as one of the important strategies used by these women. 
Almost two thirds of these women claimed to have had at 
least one mentor. Several of the advantages of having a 
mentor included; advisement on career goals, encouragement, 
acquisition of new or improved skills or knowledge, having 
models to follow, increased exposure and visibility, as well 
as opportunities and resources. The mentor was also seen as 
a bridge to maturity. 
Linda Phillips-Jones (1982) studied more than 500 
mentor-protege relationships. She concluded that "finding 
and making use of the right mentors is the most critical 
step you’ll ever take in your career" (p. 16). Within her 
book, she describes five developmental phases which take the 
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protege from admiration to transformation. Several of the 
potential problems in mentor-protege relationships are 
revealed. These include: excessive time and energy 
commitments, inappropriate choice of mentor or protege, 
unrealistic expectations, feelings of jealousy or 
inferiority, as well as a host of others. 
Missirian (1983) studied women at the top of the 
corporate organizational hierarchy. These women worked 
their way to the highest-ranking woman-held, management 
positions in the company. Fifteen women were interviewed. 
Mentoring was determined to be a significant part of the 
career development of these women. From her results it was 
determined that each of these women had at least one mentor, 
and several had more than one. She explained that it was 
this mentor, who facilitated the junior member to "break 
into the ’in’ group” (p. 2). The importance of being 
regarded as "in” and learning the communication etiquette of 
> ' s * 
a specific position was emphasized in the work of several 
authors (Becker and Strauss, 1956; Goffman, 1961). This 
finding was also noted by Hall (1948) in his study of the 
medical profession. It was noted that these women also 
became mentors themselves. This completed the three 
developmental phases of the mentor-protege relationship 
described by Missirian; the initiation phase, the commitment 
phase, and the last phase, which involves the transition 
toward a "compeer" (comrade/peer) relationship. 
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Kram (1983) studied mentoring in 18 relationships, 
where women were the proteges. She established that a 
mentor relationship can significantly enhance development at 
various stages for both individuals involved, by 
facilitating work on tasks that are reflected in concerns 
about self, career, and family. She examined this with 
reference to the developmental stages of Erickson (1950). 
She described the young adult’s being in a stage of 
initiation; the task of middle adulthood was one of 
reappraisal, and later adulthood involves redefinition, and 
reflection upon one’s career. 
Kram (1983, 1985) depicted the mentor relationship as 
having the potential to enhance career development and 
psychological development of both individuals. She 
described specific career functions as sponsorship, exposure 
and visibility, coaching, protection, and allowing one to 
accept the responsibilities of challenging experiences. The 
psychosocial functions include role modeling, acceptance and 
confirmation, counseling, and friendship. 
Ricketts (1988) examined career mentoring relationships 
of 243 female retail executives in the Southwestern region 
of the United States. She determined that women who were 
mentored received significantly more promotions, were more 
likely to be an upper level executive and were more 
satisfied with their jobs. Ricketts controlled for years 
in retail career positions, however, she did not examine the 
18 
role mentoring played in the retention of these female 
executives. The association of mentoring with retention 
had not been previously investigated. 
Yoder (1985) noted that individuals with mentors earned 
greater money and were happier in their progress than those 
who had not been mentored. What was also noted is that many 
individuals were not willing to accept the responsibility of 
being a mentor because they felt they had enough to contend 
with, given their own struggle for acceptance. Yoder also 
noted that women will act as mentors when the situation 
encourages such behavior. Hence, it is essential that this 
"situation" be present if women are to be accorded the same 
privileges as men. In Kram’s 1983 study there were equal 
numbers of women and men in junior managerial positions. 
However, there was only one female mentor who was in a 
relationship with one female junior member. All other women 
in junior positions had men mentors. The question of 
accessibility to women mentors in this situation was not 
addressed. Perhaps this is an illustration of the point 
made by Yoder (1985) regarding tokenism. 
As material on tokenism suggests, women are at a 
distinct disadvantage. Kanter (1977) describes tokens as 
marginal, underrepresented members of a work group. Yoder 
(1985) reported that women, in traditionally male positions, 
may be perceived as tokens. In addition to the stress 
mentioned previously, these individuals may be discouraged 
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from sponsoring other women due to situational pressures, 
thus, perpetuating the low number of women promoted (Yoder, 
Adams, Grove, and Priest, 1985). 
In academia women are a minority. Women are less 
likely to be tenured. They are infrequently found in higher 
positions of authority. Women are more frequently found in 
lower ranks of the faculty strata. Women are more 
profoundly effected by negative stereotypes than their male 
counterparts. 
Each of these factors places women at a distinct 
disadvantage, as they interact on committees and in other 
roles of their faculty and administrative position. These 
stresses and tokenism may drain women, so as to limit their 
accessibility as a mentor to junior faculty members. As 
noted by Missirian and Kram, this lack of a mentor places 
these women at a further disadvantage. 
Kanter (1977) indicated that until more women are in 
managerial positions, the tokens will have difficulty 
eliminating dysfunctional collusion in stereotypical roles. 
Kram (1985) described the need for society to support 
equality and collaboration between the sexes in a genuine 
and effective way. 
It is interesting to observe that all of these studies 
involve the mentoring of women in male dominated 
professions. Physical therapy, being a female dominated 
profession, may present different results and insight. 
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There may be limitations when one reaches beyond the female 
dominated departmental level, and addresses higher levels, 
which are once again male dominated. It should be recognized 
that although there is a majority of women in physical 
therapy academic programs (APTA 1989); these women are not a 
majority in the higher ranking positions; nor are they a 
majority when one compares these faculty and administrators 
with all other departments combined in the academic setting 
(Ahern, 1981; APTA, 1985; Astin Bayer, 1973; Etaugh, 1984; 
US Census Bureau 1988). These results were also 
acknowledged when this researcher examined the ranking of 
physical therapy faculty in this large southern state in 
1990. Hence, this researcher also proposed to examine the 
role mentoring had on retention in light of gender. 
Summary 
Researchers have determined that mentors can have a 
profound influence on the development, promotion, success, 
and satisfaction of individuals, whose lives they have 
influenced (Kram 1983, 1985; Levinson, 1978; Missirian 1983; 
Phillips-Jones 1980-1982; Ricketts 1988). Several authors 
described factors, which may influence retention in other 
settings. Kram (1983, 1985) Kram and Isabella (1985), 
Levinson (1978), Missirian (1980, 1982) and Yoder (1985) 
asserted that people who have a mentor move up the promo¬ 
tional ladder faster and higher, have increased satisfac- 
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tion, increased retention, increased productivity, and 
increased likelihood of becoming a mentor to others. 
Kram and Isabella (1985) also described that peer 
relationships are important in job satisfaction and career 
advancement. In addition, Missirian (1980, 1982) maintained 
that several individuals are successful because of their 
ability to utilize their own qualifications to their 
advantage, in-spite of the inequities in the system. 
Perhaps, it is these individual differences which allowed 
faculty to excel in the presence of numerous obstacles. 
The literature above depicted the positive benefits of 
having a mentor; yet, it also suggested that women have a 
more difficult time acquiring a mentor, particularly a 
female mentor. The previously cited studies involved women 
in male dominated fields, this research examined the role a 
mentor plays in the retention of men and women faculty in 
the female dominated profession of physical therapy, an area 
of research not previously investigated. 
Therefore, the problem that this research addressed was 
that while there are faculty who are retained, the factors 
influencing this retention remained unsubstantiated. Based 
on an analysis of research in physical therapy, academia and 
mentors; reasons for this lack of substantiation appears to 
be that previous studies had examined mentors in light of 
promotion, job satisfaction, and career success. 
Furthermore, the studies on physical therapy and academe 
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have primarily focused on attrition from and attraction to 
academic settings. These studies have neglected to examine 
the role a mentor played in faculty retention. 
Thus, it is apparent that a new approach to studying 
the retention of faculty in physical therapy programs is 
warranted. Mentor relationships, an area not previously 
investigated in this arena, seems to be playing an important 
role in this retention. A study designed to study the role 
that mentoring plays in the retention of physical therapy 
faculty is described in the following chapter. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
Given the review of the research on physical therapy 
faculty, it is clear that there are factors other than the 
increase in the number of physical therapy programs that are 
influencing the physical therapy faculty shortage. It is 
apparent that merely graduating more physical therapists 
will not assure that more therapists will assume faculty 
positions thereafter. It is also evident, from the 
literature, that in spite of the significant hurdles of 
academe, there are faculty who select this environment over 
the traditional clinical setting and remain therein. Not 
withstanding, there are factors currently present, which 
influence these faculty to remain in the academic 
environment. 
The first problem that this researcher addressed was 
that the factors positively influencing the retention of 
faculty remain unsubstantiated. Mentor relationships have 
been known to profoundly influence individuals in the 
business environment. It was believed by this researcher, 
that faculty who had a mentor were likely to be retained by 
institutions of higher education in physical therapy. 
This research, on the role of a mentor on faculty 
retention in physical therapy, was exploratory in nature. A 
review of the literature, as stated, above established the 
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need for this investigation. This research proposed to 
identify the role that a mentor had on faculty retention in 
physical therapy programs in a large southern state and to 
determine if this role varied with gender. 
Physical therapy faculty in the four accredited 
programs for entry level physical therapists in a large 
southern state were surveyed to determine whether mentors 
are associated with faculty retention in this state. 
Faculty attitudes were measured by the responses to portions 
of the previously established questionnaire developed by 
LuAnn Ricketts (1988) on mentoring. This population 
included 36 full-time faculty. The second portion of this 
questionnaire examined whether the association with mentors 
and retention varied with gender. 
The second stage of this study involved a series of 
eight interviews, with randomly selected consenting 
participants, to determine whether there are factors 
influencing the role a mentor has on faculty retention, that 
cannot be communicated through this questionnaire. To 
determine this, an interview was conducted. The results of 
this interview are reported and compared with those of the 
questionnaire. The interview involved asking three open 
ended questions (Appendix E). The interview process noted in 
studies of Kram (1985) and Missirian (1983) served as a 
guideline for this interview process. 
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An in depth analysis of the role of a mentor, as it 
relates to retention, was performed in the institution which 
demonstrated the highest rate of retention. The data were 
analyzed and conclusions drawn from this analysis. 
Hypotheses 
The primary hypothesis of this study was: Physical 
therapy faculty with a mentor will have greater retention 
(remain within that institution for a greater number of 
years) than faculty without a mentor. The secondary 
hypothesis was: The role a mentor has in the retention of 
physical therapy faculty will vary with gender. 
To organize the research to test these hypotheses, 
three questions were asked: 
The first research question for this study was that a 
mentor affects the decision of physical therapy faculty to 
remain in physical therapy programs in higher educational 
institutions. The independent variable was mentored versus 
non-mentored faculty and the dependent variable was years of 
service. It was hypothesized that faculty with a mentor 
will be retained for a greater number of years, than faculty 
without a mentor. To assess this effect, portions of the 
previously established questionnaires of Ricketts (1988) 
were used. 
The second research question was whether there was a 
difference between men and women who were mentored, or who 
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mentor, as evidenced by years retained in faculty positions 
and by responses provided in the same questionnaire. 
The third research question was whether there were 
factors influencing the role a mentor had on the retention 
of men and women faculty, that cannot be communicated 
adequately through a questionnaire survey. To determine 
this, interviews were conducted and the results of these 
interview were compared with those from the questionnaire 
survey. 
The above data were collected, analyzed and interpreted 
to evaluate the role a mentor had on the retention of men 
and women faculty in physical therapy programs in this large 
southern state. 
Subjects 
All of the 36 full-time physical therapy faculty in the 
four accredited programs for entry level physical therapists 
in a large southern state received this questionnaire of 
which 28 replied. A sample of 2 faculty members from each 
institution was selected for an interview to determine if 
factors, other than those present on the questionnaire, were 
influencing their retention and the mentor/protege status. 
Instrumentation 
Questionnaire 
Questions from the statistically valid and reliable 
questionnaire of Ricketts (1988) was used for phase one of 
this study. A cover letter with this questionnaire was 
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distributed to every full-time faculty member of the four 
accredited programs in a large southern state. A follow-up 
letter with the same questionnaire were mailed to the 
individuals, who failed to respond to the first mailing 
within two weeks. 
This mail survey, of all of the subjects selected, 
served as a data base for the analysis of the role; a mentor 
plays in retention of physical therapy faculty in academic 
programs. These factors were also examined in light of 
gender utilizing this questionnaire. 
Interview 
Phase two of this study involved an interview of two 
faculty from each of the four academic programs in a large 
southern state. These faculty were randomly selected from 
the list of respondents to the questionnaire, who agreed to 
this interview process. The names and numbers of 
affirmative respondents were placed into a pool from which 
two names from each institution were drawn randomly. The 
telephone interview included four open ended questions 
(Appendix E). 
Procedure 
A questionnaire was developed from the previously 
established and statistically valid and reliable survey by 
Ricketts (1988), (see Appendix D). Each of the subjects was 
mailed a copy of the cover letter (Appendix A) and the 
questionnaire. The director (or acting director) of each of 
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the institutions was contacted to confirm the receipt of the 
questionnaires. The purpose of this study and the 
importance of the responses were discussed with each 
director. Each director agreed to relay this information to 
their faculty. Two weeks later, a follow-up copy of the 
questionnaire was mailed along with a follow-up letter 
(Appendix B) emphasizing the importance of the response to 
individuals, who did not respond to the first questionnaire. 
Two weeks later, one last follow-up post card (Appendix C) 
was mailed as a reminder to non-respondents. The 
questionnaire had an identifying numerical code. 
Phase two of this study involved an interview of two 
consenting faculty from each of the four academic programs 
in a large southern state. These faculty were randomly 
selected from the list of faculty members who responded to 
the questionnaire. The codes were matched to the telephone 
number of those individuals. Subsequently, the interviews 
were conducted and tape recorded. The telephone interviews 
included the following four open ended questions: 
1. What attracted you to this position? 
2. What support system have you encountered in this 
position? 
3. What would you like that was not there? 
(i.e. support) 
4. Is there anything else you would like to add? 
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This researcher interviewed two faculty from each of 
the four accredited institutions, in this large southern 
state, who consented to the interview and subject 
confidentiality was assured and maintained throughout. 
The data were collected and analyzed. The role of a 
mentor in faculty retention was examined. In addition, an 
analysis of specific factors in light of gender was 
performed. 
Data Analysis 
This mail survey of all of the subjects selected served 
as a data base for the analysis of the role a mentor plays 
in retention of physical therapy faculty in academic 
programs. Statistical analysis primarily involved 
descriptive statistics, using central tendencies. Cross 
tabulations, multiple regression, chi square and t-tests 
were utilized, using the Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences (SPSSX). However, the results from these tests 
were influenced by the small number in the sample. When a 
small sample is used in statistical analysis, a larger 
difference is necessary to demonstrate a significant 
difference. A larger sample would more readily reveal a 
significant difference. 
These statistics were used to examine the association 
between the presence of a mentor versus the absence of a 
mentor (independent variable), and years retained (dependent 
variable). Furthermore, analysis was utilized to examine 
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whether the role a mentor played in retention varied between 
men and women faculty. The interviews were recorded and 
transcribed. The data obtained from the interviews was 
analyzed and frequency counts were made. The results of the 
interviews are presented and analyzed with respect to the 
responses and analysis of the questionnaire. 
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CHAPTER 4 
PRESENTATION AND INTERPRETATION OF THE DATA 
In this study investigating faculty retention in 
physical therapy programs in a large southern state, 36 
full-time physical therapy faculty in the four accredited 
entry level programs received this questionnaire. This 
population included the four directors of these programs. 
Two faculty members from each institution were selected for 
an interview to determine if factors, other than those 
present on the questionnaire, were influencing their 
retention and the mentor/protege status. 
Questionnaire 
Twenty eight (78%) of the thirty six faculty returned 
the completed questionnaire. Twenty questionnaires (56%) 
were returned after the first mailing, while eight 
additional questionnaires (22%) were returned after the 
second mailing. No additional questionnaires were returned 
after the mailing of the follow-up postcard. The following 
findings are based on the total (28) returned 
questionnaires. 
Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents 
Table 1 (Sample Demographic Characteristics, p. 33) 
presents a profile of the characteristics for the total 
sample. Analysis of the data revealed that the 
participants were predominantly women, 18 women (64%) as 
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Table 1 
Sample Demographic Characteristics 
Characteristics n % 
Gender 
Women 18 64 
Men 10 36 
Age Group 
35-40 
41-45 
46-50 
51-55 
56-60 
61-65 
11 40.7 
8 29.6 
3 11.1 
3 11.1 
1 3.7 
1 3.7 
Marital Status 
Single 
Married 
Separated 
Divorced 
Widowed 
5 17.9 
17 60.7 
1 3.6 
4 14.3 
1 3.6 
Children 
With Children 17 60.7 
Without Children 11 39.3 
Number of Children 
1 
2 
3 
6 35.3 
5 29.4 
6 35.3 
Race 
African American 
Hispanic 
Caucasian 
Asian 
Alaskan 
Native American 
Other 
4 14.8 
1 3.7 
21 77.7 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
1 3.7 
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compared with 10 men (36%). This proportion is fairly 
representative of physical therapists and physical therapy 
faculty in the United States (APTA 1990, 1992). The 
participants ranged in age from 35 to 61, with a mean age of 
43.7. Since one individual listed ”3" in this category, 
this was considered to be an obvious, error and omitted from 
the data calculation. There were more faculty (11) between 
the ages of 35 to 40 than in any other age group. The 
second highest number of faculty (8), within one group, was 
noted to be between the ages of 41 to 45. Thus, 70% of 
faculty were between the ages of 35 to 45. All figures are 
rounded so total may vary slightly from 100%. 
The majority of the participants were married (61%). 
Eighteen percent of the participants were single, 14% were 
divorced. There was one individual separated (3.57%) and 
one widowed individual (3.57%). 
Sixty-one percent of the participants had children. 
Six had one child, five had two children, and six 
participants had three children. None of the participants 
had more than three children. 
Caucasian faculty constituted three quarters of the 
respondents (75%). There were 4 African American faculty 
(14%), one Hispanic faculty and one faculty listed in the 
category of "other". One faculty member did not respond to 
this question. 
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In summary, the majority of respondents comprised 
white, married women with two children. The following is a 
description of the academic characteristics of these 
respondents. 
Academic Characteristics of the Respondents 
Table 2 (Academic Characteristics of Respondents, p. 
36) illustrates the Academic Characteristics of the 
respondents. All faculty who responded were listed as full¬ 
time faculty (89%) or director/chairperson (11%). There was 
only one full Professor, a woman. The ranking which held 
the most faculty was the level of Associate Professor (39%) 
succeeded by Assistant Professor (36%). Twelve women 
faculty were at the assistant and associate level. This 
represents 42% of the total faculty and 66% of the total 
women faculty, as compared with 9 men faculty, representing 
32% of the total faculty but 90% of men faculty. Five women 
were instructors (15% total faculty/ 28% total women 
faculty), as compared with one male instructor (4% of the 
total/ 10% total men faculty). 
The number of years in a physical therapy faculty 
position ranged from 1 to 29 with a mean of 10.2. The 
number of years at "this institution" ranged from 1 to 29, 
with a mean of 8 years. There was a significant correlation 
(.89185) between the numbers of years at "this institution" 
and the number of years in a physical therapy faculty 
position (p <.00001). 
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Table 2 
Academic Characteristics of Respondents 
Characteristics n 
Full-time Faculty 
Director/Chair 
25 
3 
89.3 
10.7 
Years in Academe 
I- 5 
6-10 
II- 15 
16-20 
21-25 
26-30 
11 
6 
4 
3 
2 
2 
39 
21 
14 
10 
7 
7 
3 
4 
3 
7 
1 
1 
Years at "This Institution" 
1-5 13 46.4 
6-10 9 32.1 
11-15 3 10.7 
16-20 1 3.6 
21-25 0 0 
26-30 2 7.1 
Tenure 
Non-tenure 11 39.3 
Tenure-Track 7 25.0 
Tenure 10 35.7 
Faculty Career Selection 
Preplanned 15 53.6 
Accidental 13 46.6 
When Selection Occurred 
High School 2 7.1 
College 4 14.3 
After entering labor market 17 60.7 
Other 5 17.9 
Women Men 
Rank 
Instructors 5 27.8 1 10 
Assistant Professor 6 33.3 4 40 
Associate Professor 6 33.3 5 50 
Professor 1 05.6 0 0 
Degree 
Baccalaureate 2 11.1 0 0 
Master 7 38.9 3 30 
Doctorate 9 50 7 70 
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Non-tenured faculty had a mean number of years in 
academe of 8 and 5.14 at ’’this institution", as compared 
with 15.65 and 14.25 respectively for tenured faculty. 
Tenure track faculty exhibited the lowest number of years in 
academe (5.79) as well as "this institution" (3.64). 
A doctoral degree was the highest level of education 
with the greatest number of faculty (16). This represented 
57% of the faculty, as compared with 36% at the masters 
degree level and 11% with baccalaureate degrees. Of the 
doctorally prepared faculty seven were men (3 assistant , 4 
associate professors); as compared with nine women (4 
assistant, 4 associate, 1 full professor). There were 10 
master degreed faculty. Four of these were at the 
instructor level (3 women, 1 man); three were assistant 
professors (2 women, 1 man) and four were instructors (3 
women, 1 man). There were only two faculty who possessed 
solely baccalaureate degrees, both were women instructors. 
Thirty nine percent of the faculty were non-tenured. 
Of the remaining 61% of faculty, seven (25%) were on tenure 
track, and 10 (36%) were tenured. 
Fifteen faculty (54%) stated their selection of a 
faculty career was preplanned, representing only slightly 
more than the 46% who affirmed their selection was 
accidental. The majority (61%) decided to enter academe 
after entering the labor market. Fourteen percent made this 
decision in college. 
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Most faculty (23 = 82%), regardless of gender, rank 
or retention, had a career history with a continuous 
employment pattern. Two-thirds (68%) of the faculty were 
employed within the three public institutions surveyed. 
Twenty faculty (71%) reported that they had not been 
promoted within the last five years. 
Sixteen of the respondents (57%) established that this 
was not their only job. Yet, 25 faculty (89%) reported this 
to be their primary job. Only one faculty member reported 
that this was not the primary job (4%). Two individuals 
neglected to respond to this question. Fifteen faculty 
responded to "the nature of the other job". All of these 
responses indicated some type of clinical involvement. Six 
served as consultants; five worked in and/or owned a 
private practice; three worked in a clinic, and one 
individual was employed in a hospital. 
Salaries were reported within ranges; therefore, the 
midpoints of those ranges were used to calculate the mean 
salaries. In addition, a category of >$75,000 was listed as 
the salary for one faculty. Thus, for the purposes of this 
study, "$75,000" was used as the figure for this category; 
when calculating the mean, since a specific amount was not 
listed. Consequently, the reporting of the mean salary is 
approximate. 
The salaries ranged from $30,001 to > $75,000 (Table 3, 
Faculty Salaries, p.39). The mean salary was $47,411, 
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Table 3 
Faculty Salaries 
Characteristics n % 
Within "This Institution 
<30,000 
30,000-35,000 
35,001-40,000 
40,001-45,000 
45,001-50,000 
50,001-55,000 
55,001-60,000 
60,001-65,000 
65,001-70,000 
70,001-75,000 
>75,000 
Women Men Women Men 
0 0 0 0 
2 1 11 10 
2 2 11 20 
4 1 22 10 
3 4 17 40 
4 1 22 10 
1 0 6 0 
0 0 0 0 
1 0 6 0 
0 1 0 10 
1 0 6 0 
18 10 101 100 
x 47,917 46,500 
x for all men and women faculty= 47,411 
Outside of "This 
None 
<5000 
5,001-10,000 
10,001-15,000 
15,001-20,000 
20,001-25,000 
25,001-35,000 
35,001-40,000 
40,001-45,000 
45,001-50,000 
50,001-75,000 
>75,000 
Institution" 
7 
6 
2 
0 
3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 39 20 
3 33 30 
0 11 0 
1 0 10 
0 17 0 
1 0 10 
0 0 0 
1 0 10 
0 0 0 
1 0 10 
0 0 0 
1 0 10 
18 10 100 100 
x 8,864 26,250 
x for all men and women faculty= 16,184 
♦percentages have been rounded 
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the mode was $47,500. The mean faculty salary (1991-1992) 
reported by the American Physical Therapy Association was 
reported to be $45,739, a $1,672 difference from that noted 
in the study of this large southern state. In conclusion, 
there was not a significant difference in salary between men 
and women faculty. The mean women’s salary, however, was 
slightly higher than men’s salaries $47,917 and $46,500, 
respectively. These figures on salary as related to gender, 
vary from those acquired by the APTA (1984, 1985) and 
Goldberg (1990). This previous research noted 
significantly lower salaries for women as compared with men 
in academe, and in physical therapy as a whole. One factor 
which may have influenced these results includes the failure 
of the male administrator to return the questionnaire. 
Administrative faculty have been reported by the American 
Physical Therapy Association to earn the highest average 
salaries. This may have influenced the slightly lower mean 
salary noted for men faculty in this study. Salaries, 
alone, were not found to be significantly associated with 
greater retention in academe or within "this institution", 
when chi square analysis was performed. 
Nine faculty reported earning no salary outside the 
academic institution. Of the remaining 19 faculty the 
salaries were calculated as indicated above. The salaries 
ranged from less than $5,000 (calculated as $5,000) to 
greater than $75,000. Nine faculty reported earning less 
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than $5000. The mean salary outside the academic 
institution was $16,184. 
In summary, the average, full-time, doctorally prepared 
faculty ranked at the assistant or associate professor level 
and was not tenured. Although this faculty position was the 
primary job, it was not the only job held by this faculty. 
The average salary was $47,411 within "this" institution and 
$16,184 from outside sources. Faculty preplanned their 
careers in academe and had a history of a continuous 
employment pattern. The average faculty was in a faculty 
position for 10.2 years and spent 8 years within "this" 
institution. Faculty salary, alone, did not influence 
retention. 
Mentored Versus Non-mentored Faculty 
Two tailed t-tests were used to analyze data that were 
numerical and chi square analysis was used to test data that 
were categorical in nature. Tables 4 and 5 (Mentoring and 
Retention, p. 42 and Mentored and Non-Mentored Faculty, p. 
43) detail information on mentored and non-mentored faculty. 
Eighteen (64%), of the faculty surveyed, stated that 
they had "been guided by a more experienced, higher ranking 
individual, who aided their professional development and 
career advancement, beyond normal supervisory guidance". 
Twelve (67%) of these were women, and six (33%) were men. 
It is interesting that 67% of all women respondents reported 
being mentored as compared with 60% of men, a roughly 
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Table 4 
Mentoring and Retention 
Characteristics 
Women 
Men 
total 
Mentored Non-aentored 
n X n X 
12 67 6 33 
6 60 4 40 
18 64 10 36 
Women Men Women Men 
n X n X n X n X 
Faculty Retention in Academe 
<2 years 0 0 1 20 0 0 0 0 
2-5 5 42 1 20 3 50 1 20 
6-10 1 8 1 20 2 33 2 40 
11-15 3 25 1 20 0 0 0 0 
16-20 1 8 1 20 0 0 1 20 
>20 2 17 0 0 1 17 1 20 
total 12 100 5 100 6 100 5 100 
x of all faculty: 10,2, x of nentored faculty: 10,5, x of 
non-mentored faculty: 10.0 
Faculty retention at this Institution 
Women Men Women Men 
n X n X n X n X 
<2 years 2 17 0 0 1 17 0 0 
2-5 4 33 2 40 3 50 1 20 
6-10 3 25 2 40 2 33 2 40 
11-15 1 8 1 20 0 0 1 20 
16-20 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 20 
>20 2 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 
total 12 100 5 100 6 100 5 100 
x of all faculty: 8,1, x of nentored faculty: 8.3, x of 
non-nentored faculty: 7,5 
Women Men Women Men 
n X n X n X n X 
Instructor 3 25,0 1 17 2 33.3 0 0 
Assistant Professor 4 33.3 2 33 2 33,3 2 50 
Associate Professor 4 33,3 3 50 2 33,3 2 50 
Professor 1 8.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
total 12 99.9 6 100 6 99,9 4 100 
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Table 5 
Mentored and Non-Mentored Faculty 
Professor and Associate Assistant Professor Instructor 
H N M N H I 
Years in Acadeie 
1-05 0 0 5 3 2 1 
6-10 3 2 0 0 0 1 
11-15 2 0 0 0 2 0 
16-20 1 0 1 1 0 0 
21-25 0 2 0 0 0 0 
26-30 2 0 0 0 0 0 
Years at "This Institution* 
1-05 0 0 5 3 3 2 
6-10 6 3 0 0 0 0 
11-15 0 0 1 1 1 0 
16-20 0 1 0 0 0 0 
21-25 0 0 0 0 0 0 
26-30 2 0 0 0 0 0 
Career Selection Method 
Preplanned 4 1 5 2 2 1 
Accidental 4 3 1 1 2 1 
Tiling Career 
High School 1 0 0 0 0 1 
College 2 0 2 0 0 0 
Labor Market 2 3 3 3 4 1 
Other 3 1 1 0 0 0 
Enployient Pattern 
Continuous 7 3 6 3 3 1 
Interrupted 1 1 0 0 1 1 
Proiotions in Last 5 Years 
0 6 1 5 4 4 2 
1 2 3 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Prospect for Future Advanceient 
Fairly Good 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Very Good 4 2 3 3 1 2 
Excellent 4 2 2 1 3 0 
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equivalent percentage. Much of the literature describes 
men, particularly those in higher rank, as being more 
likely than their female colleagues to acquire a mentor. 
This literature describes predominantly male dominated 
professions as compared with the female dominated profession 
of physical therapy. Of the non-mentored faculty, six 
(60%) were women and four (40%) were men. 
The primary hypothesis of this study was: Physical 
therapy faculty with a mentor will have greater retention 
(remain within that institution for greater years), than 
faculty without a mentor. The mean number of years in 
academe for mentored faulty was 10.5, as compared with 10 
years for non-mentored faculty. This difference was not 
significant. The mean number of years at ’’this institution" 
for mentored faculty was 8.3, as compared with 7.5 for their 
non-mentored counterparts. This difference of less than one 
year was also not significant. 
The secondary hypothesis was: The role a mentor has on 
physical therapy faculty retention will vary with gender. 
Once again, this was not found to be significant. 
Individuals who were mentored earned a mean salary of 
$48,056 as compared with $42,500 for their non-mentored 
counterparts. This difference of $5,556 was not found to be 
statistically significant when a two tailed t-test was 
performed. 
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Twice as many of the faculty in the professor/associate 
professor (8) and instructor category (4) were mentored. 
Assistant professors (3) were 30% more likely to be 
mentored. The largest portion of mentored professors and 
associate professors (3) was retained in academia for six to 
ten years. 
In comparison, there was an even split for non-mentored 
professors and associate professors, with the majority 
falling within the two ranges of six to ten years (2) and 
twenty-one to twenty-five years (2). At the assistant 
professor level, both mentored (5) and non-mentored (3) 
faculty fell within the range of one to five years (2). 
Mentored instructors explicably fell within two ranges, one 
to five years, and eleven to fifteen years; as compared with 
non-mentored instructors occurring within the range of one 
to ten years. When examining years at "this institution”, 
the majority of professors and associate professors was 
found in the six to ten year range both for mentored (6) and 
non-mentored faculty (3). At the assistant level and 
instructor level, both were at ’’this institution” for one to 
five years. No significant differences in rank were deduced 
between mentored and non-mentored faculty. 
The majority of faculty (n=16/57%), whether mentored or 
not, made their decision, to enter academe, after entering 
the labor market. Mentored professors and associate 
professors (3) were found predominantly in the "other” 
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category, claiming graduate school specifically. In 
addition, the two non-mentored instructors were found to 
make their decision in high school or after entering the 
labor market. The majority of faculty, regardless of rank 
or mentoring, had continuous employment patterns. No 
significant differences between mentored faculty and non- 
mentored faculty were found when examining career decisions 
and employment patterns. 
Overall, the majority of faculty (71%), regardless of 
rank and mentoring status, had not received a promotion 
within the last five years. Three non-mentored associate 
professors were promoted one time within five years, as 
compared with two mentored professors and associate 
professors. Only one faculty, a mentored assistant 
professor, was promoted twice within five years. 
The majority of faculty (96%), regardless of rank or 
mentorship, rated their prospects for future advancement to 
be "very good" to "excellent". Only one mentored assistant 
professor rated prospects as "fairly good". Overall, 50% of 
mentored faculty rated their prospects as "excellent", as 
compared with only 30% of non-mentored faculty. There was 
no significant difference in prospects for future success 
between mentored and non-mentored faculty. The lack of 
statistical significance in this finding is probably 
influenced by the small sample size in this study. 
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Fifty percent of mentored faculty, as compared with 
only 20% of non-mentored faculty implied they would change 
their jobs. Faculty at the highest ranked levels were more 
likely to change jobs (11% of the total faculty); two were 
non-mentored and one was mentored. This decision to change 
jobs was not found to be significant when mentorship and 
rank were examined (See Table 6, Job Change by Mentorship, 
and Rank p. 48). 
When asked if they were likely to leave, two faculty 
(7%), both mentored, were very likely to leave within the 
next year. Seven faculty (25%) would consider leaving 
within the next two years or less, if given a better offer. 
Four faculty (14%) were unlikely to leave within two years 
and eight faculty (29%) were unlikely to leave within five 
years. Seven faculty (25%), four mentored and three non- 
mentored, are planning to stay until retirement. No 
significant difference was noted in decision to remain in 
the present job, when mentorship and rank were analyzed. 
Sixty-one percent of faculty with a mentor had 
preplanned their careers, as compared with forty percent of 
non-mentored faculty. Mentored faculty, in higher (4) and 
lower (4) ranks, were equally divided between preplanned and 
accidental selection of academe; while middle ranked faculty 
(5) were predominantly in the preplanned category. The 
majority of higher ranked non-mentored faculty (5) 
accidentally selected a faculty career, with greater non- 
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Table 6 
Job Satisfaction by Mentorship and Rank 
Feelings about job change 
Prof/Assoc Prof Assist Prof 
H N M N 
Quit imnediately if I could find another job 00 00 
Accept another with conparable salary 11 00 
Change job and occupation 00 00 
Maintain a job in acadene in another institution 01 00 
Not eager but would change for better job 31 11 
Cannot think of any job for which I’d exchange nine 01 11 
Mould not exchange ay job for any other 40 42 
Feelings about remaining in present job 
I aa very likely to leave in 6 months 00 00 
I aa very likely to leave within the next year 10 00 
Consider leaving in next year with better offer 00 00 
Consider leaving in next 2 years with better offer 32 10 
Unlikely to leave in next 2 years 00 11 
Unlikely to leave in next 5 years 21 21 
I aa planning to remain until retirement 21 21 
Other ("Stay if tenured to do so") 00 01 
H= Mentored N= Non-Mentored 
Instructor 
M N 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
2 0 
1 2 
1 0 
0 0 
1 0 
1 0 
0 0 
2 0 
0 2 
0 0 
0 0 
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mentored assistant professors (2) preplanning faculty 
careers. The non-mentored instructors were evenly divided 
in their career selection method. 
In summary, no significant differences were noted 
between mentored and non-mentored faculty with regard to 
retention, gender, rank, tenure, career selection, prospects 
for future success, job change feelings and feelings about 
remaining in their present job. The average mentored 
faculty made $5,556 more than their non-mentored 
counterpart. This difference was not found to be 
statistically significant. In addition, gender did not 
significantly influence retention, salary, tenure, rank, 
prospects for future success, career planning, feelings 
about job change or retention in present job. The small 
sample size may have influenced these results. 
Although physical therapy is a female dominated 
profession, the findings of Goldberg in his report at the 
1992 American Physical Therapy Association Conference 
indicated gender biases. He reported that women physical 
therapists are earning considerably less and promoted less 
frequently than their male counterparts. These same 
findings were not noted in the study of this large southern 
state. One reason for the difference in this variation of 
salary results may be the the fact that the questionnaire 
from the one male administrator in this state was not 
returned to the researcher. Administrative faculty are 
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reported to earn the highest salary of physical therapists 
in academe according to the American Physical Therapy 
Association. Hence the mean salary of men faculty in this 
study may appear disproportionately low given the exclusion 
of the male administrator. 
Academic Characteristics 
The highest degree earned in each academia rank 
followed the pattern described below. There were six 
instructors, two had baccalaureate degrees, the other four 
had masters degrees. Three assistant professors had masters 
degrees, while eight had doctoral degrees. There was one 
full professor, who possessed a doctoral degree. No 
significant difference was noted between degree status and 
years in academe or years at "this institution". 
There was not any significant difference between the 
highest degree achieved by faculty and whether they were 
tenured, non-tenured or on tenure track. Moreover, degree 
did not vary significantly by gender or rank. As might be 
expected, the one full professor was tenured; seven of the 
associate professors were tenured; one associate was on 
tenure track and three were non-tenured. Of the assistant 
professors, two were tenured, six were on tenure track and 
two were non-tenured. All six instructors were non-tenured. 
Higher ranked faculty were more than twice as likely to 
have tenure (p .01) (Table 7, Faculty Status, p. 51). In 
addition, faculty in higher ranks were found to have been 
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Table 7 
Faculty Status 
Higher Ranked Faculty Lower Ranked Faculty 
Professor Associate Professor Assistant Professor Instructor 
n X n X n X n X 
Baccalaureate 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 33 
Masters 0 0 3 27 3 30 4 67 
Doctorate 1 100 8 73 7 70 0 0 
total 1 100 11 100 10 100 6 100 
Tenured 1 100 7 64 2 20 0 0 
Tenure Track 0 0 1 9 6 60 0 0 
Non-Tenured 0 0 3 27 2 20 6 100 
total 1 100 11 100 10 100 6 100 
p.01 
Retention in Acadeae 
1-5 0 0 0 0 8 80 3 50 
6-11 1 100 5 45.5 0 0 2 33.4 
12-30 0 0 6 54.5 2 20 1 16.6 
total 1 100 11 100 10 100 6 100 
p. 002 
Retention Within "This Institution" 
1-5 0 0 0 0 8 80 5 83 
6-11 1 100 8 73 0 0 1 17 
12-30 0 0 3 27 2 20 0 0 
total 1 100 11 100 10 100 6 100 
P .005 
Years in Acadeae 
1-5 6-11 12-30 
N n X n X n X 
Non-Tenure 5 45.5 3 37.5 3 33.3 
Tenure Track 6 54.5 0 0 1 11.1 
Tenure 0 0 5 62.5 5 55.6 
Coluan 11 8 9 
Total 39.3 28.6 32.1 
p.0101 
Years at 'This Institution i" 
1-5 6-11 12-30 
n X n X n X 
4 36.4 4 57.1 0 0 
6 54.5 3 42.9 3 30 
1 9.1 00 7 70 
11 7 10 
39.3 25 35.7 
Non-Tenure 
Tenure Track 
Tenure 
Colunn 
Total 
p.0041 
51 
retained for significantly more years in academe (p .002) 
and significantly more years within "this institution" 
(p.005). Higher ranked faculty were not making 
significantly higher salaries than lower ranked faculty. 
Tenure was also found to significantly influence 
faculty retention in academe (p .01) and within "this 
institution" (p .004). In addition, faculty with more 
years in academe were also found to have more years within 
"this institution" (p.008). Tenure status did not 
significantly influence faculty salary. 
In summary, higher ranked faculty were significantly 
more likely to have tenure and more likely to be retained in 
academia and within "this institution". Tenure 
significantly influenced faculty retention in academia and 
within "this institution. Faculty with more years in 
academia were also found to have greater retention within 
"this institution". No significant findings were noted 
between degree and retention, gender, tenure or rank. 
Neither rank nor tenure status had any significant 
association with salary. 
Institutional Characteristics 
Table 8 (Institutional Characteristics, p. 53) details 
the information by institution. A two tailed t-test was 
used to examine salary and institutions. Salary varied 
significantly by institution (p .0001). The private 
institution (A) was reported to have the highest mean salary 
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Table 8 
Institutional Characteristics 
A B 
Salary Range 40,000->75,000 40,000-50,000 30,000-50,000 35,000-70,000 
Salary x 55,555 44,500 38,125 50,000 
p.001 
% n X n X n X 
Hentored 
Non-Hentored 
7 78 
2 2 
2 40 
3 60 
5 63 
3 37 
4 62 
2 33 
total 9 100 5 100 8 100 6 100 
Degree 
Baccalaureate 1 11 
Rasters 2 22 
Doctorate 6 67 
0 0 
3 60 
2 40 
1 13 
3 37 
4 50 
0 0 
2 33 
4 67 
total 9 100 5 100 8 100 6 100 
Non-Tenure 
Tenure Track 
Tenure 
7 78 
2 22 
0 0 
2 40 
2 40 
1 20 
2 25 
2 25 
4 50 
0 
17 
83 
total 9 100 5 100 8 100 6 100 
x years in acadeae 8,8 6.4 9,6 16,1 
x years at "this 
institution" 4,2 6,4 7.9 15,3 
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($55,555), the highest proportion of mentored faculty (7 
faculty, 78%) and the highest number of doctorally prepared 
faculty (6). That two-thirds proportion of doctorally 
prepared faculty was equal to the highest proportion given 
at one of the public institutions (D). In spite of these 
factors, institution A was reported to have the lowest 
faculty retention within "this institution". 
Chi square analysis was used to study tenure by school. 
A significant difference was found (p. 023). There was a 
higher number of non-tenured faculty in the private 
institution (7), as compared with the public institutions 
(2-2-0). Although two faculty were on the tenure track in 
the private institution, no respondent from this institution 
was tenured. This is in striking contrast to institution 
"D" which had zero non-tenured respondents; one on tenure 
track and five tenured faculty. Salaries were found to be 
higher among non-tenured faculty ($50,455), as compared with 
faculty who were on tenure track or tenured ($45,441). 
This $5,014 difference was not found to be statistically 
significant. It appears that the small sample size may have 
influenced this finding. 
The faculty in institution "B" reported the lowest mean 
number of years in academe (6.4), yet had only the second 
lowest number of years within "this institution" (6.4). 
Although institution "A" reported only the second lowest 
number of years in academe (8.8), they were noted to have 
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the lowest number of years within ’’this institution” (4.2). 
Faculty from institution "D" recorded the highest number of 
years in academe (16.1) and the highest number of years 
within ’’this institution" (15.4), almost double that of any 
other institution. This institution offered the second 
highest salary with the highest level of tenured faculty. 
In summary, salary and tenure varied significantly by 
institution. Institution "D” had the highest faculty 
retention in academia and within "this institution”. This 
institution also had the highest level of tenured faculty 
as well as the second highest salary. 
Faculty Feelings and Job Satisfaction 
Table 9 (Faculty Job Satisfaction, p. 56) contains the 
data on faculty satisfaction. Overall, faculty were quite 
satisfied. When asked to express their feelings about 
changing their jobs, only two faculty voiced that they 
"would accept another job offer in which they could earn a 
comparable salary”; whereas one faculty "would like to 
maintain a job in academe in another institution". Eight 
faculty (29%) stated "I am not eager to change my job, but I 
would do so if I could get a better job". The majority 
(61%) of faculty would not change their jobs. Six reported 
"I cannot think of any jobs for which I would exchange 
mine". Eleven reported "I would not exchange my job for 
any other". No significant differences in faculty 
retention within academe or within "this institution" were 
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Table 9 
Faculty Job Satisfaction 
Peelings about job change n X 
I would quit this job inaediately if I could find another job. 0 0 
I would accept another job offer in which I could earn a comparable salary. 2 7 
I would like to change both ay job and ay occupation. 0 0 
I would like to aaintain a job in acadeae in another institution, 1 4 
I’a not eager to change ay job, but I would do so if I could get a better job. 8 29 
I cannot think of any jobs for which I would exchange aine. 6 21 
I would not exchange my job for any other. 11 39 
total 28 100 
Peelings about present faculty position 
I aa very likely to leave this institution within the next 6 months. 0 0 
I aa very likely to leave this institution within the next year. 2 7 
I would consider leaving this institution within the next year if 
given a better offer. 1 4 
I would consider leaving this institution within the next two years if 
given a better offer. 6 21 
I aa unlikely to leave this institution within the next 2 years, 4 14 
I aa unlikely to leave this institution within the next 5 years. 8 29 
I aa planning to remain in this institution until retirement. 6 21 
Other ("I will stay if I get tenure to do so"). 1 4 
total 28 100 
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noted between faculty when examining feelings about a job 
change. 
Overall, faculty rated their prospects for future 
success as "very good" to "excellent" (96%). Only one 
individual rated prospects as "fairly good". 
When asked to describe how faculty felt about 
remaining in their present faculty positions, two reported 
that they were very likely to leave within the next year. 
One would consider leaving within the next year, while six 
might do likewise within the next two years, if given a better 
offer. This grouping constitutes 32% of the total number of 
respondents. The remaining 68% reported that they were 
unlikely to leave. One of the latter revealed, "I will stay 
here if I get tenure to do so". No significant differences, 
in faculty retention in academe or within "this institution" 
were expressed when faculty were asked to describe how 
they felt about remaining in their present positions. As 
documented earlier, the faculty’s feelings about changing 
jobs or remaining in their present faculty positions did not 
vary significantly with mentorship, gender or rank. 
In summary, the majority of faculty would not change 
their jobs. Faculty’s feelings about changing jobs or 
remaining in their present faculty position was not 
significantly associated with retention, mentorship, gender 
or rank. All faculty rated their prospects for future 
success as "very good" to "excellent" except one. 
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Views on Mentoring Relationships by All Responding Faculty 
Faculty was asked to rank a series of sixteen questions 
dealing with mentor relationships on a scale of 1, strongly 
agree, to 5, strongly disagree. Chi square analysis was 
used to study these data. Significant differences were found 
on the following questions, when mentorship, gender, and 
rank were analyzed (Table 10, Questions Regarding Mentoring 
Relationships, p. 59). No significant differences were noted 
on any question, when years retained were examined. 
Faculty who were mentored were significantly more 
likely to agree with the statement ’’Faculty pursuing 
academic careers need to establish a mentoring relationship” 
(p .036). Women faculty were significantly more likely to 
agree that "Faculty need mentors at all organizational 
levels”, whereas men were more likely to be neutral. 
(p .042) Women faculty were more likely to disagree with 
the statement, "Faculty need more than one mentor to advance 
in academia” . Men faculty were more inclined to be neutral 
about this statement (p .027). Instructors and assistant 
professors were significantly more likely to disagree with 
the statement, ’’Faculty only need a mentor in the early 
career stages.” Higher ranked faculty were neutral on this 
issue (p .042). All ranks of faculty agreed, ’’Acquiring a 
mentor does not ensure organizational success". The 
professor and associate professors significantly strongly 
agreed, whereas the other faculty merely agreed (p .013). 
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Table 10 
Questions Regarding Mentoring Relationships 
Question Factors 
Number 
27. Physical therapy faculty need mentors to succeed. 
28. It is easy for physical therapy faculty to acquire a mentor. 
29. It is easy for women physical therapy faculty to acquire a lentor. 
30. Having a mentor can mean the difference between career success and failure. 
31. Acquiring a mentor will help ensure organisational advancement, 
32. Hany faculty are willing to be mentors. 
33. Faculty only need a mentor in the early career stages. 
34. It appears to be easier for women to acquire a mentor than for men to acquire a mentor. 
35. Having a mentor is more important for women’s career success than for men’s career success. 
36. Hany faculty succeed without having a mentor. 
37. Faculty’s slow advancement into upper level positions can be attributed to a lack of mentors. 
38. Faculty pursuing academic careers need to establish a mentoring relationship. 
39. Having a mentor is more important for men's success than for women’s success. 
40. Faculty need mentors at all organizational levels. 
41. Faculty need more than one mentor to advance in academia. 
42. Acquiring a mentor does not ensure organizational success. 
Significant differences were noted on the following: 
Question 38 by mentorship p. 036 
Question 40 by gender p. 042 
Question 41 by gender p. 027 
Question 33 by rank p, 042 
Question 42 by rank p. 013 
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In summary, mentored faculty agree that "Faculty 
pursuing academic careers need to establish a mentoring 
relationship". Women faculty agree that, "Faculty need 
mentors at all organizational levels", as compared with the 
neutral responses of men faculty. Women faculty are more 
likely to disagree with the statement "Faculty need more 
that one mentor to advance in academia". Men remained 
neutral on these two statements. Instructors and assistant 
professors were significantly more likely to disagree with 
the statement, "Faculty only need a mentor in the early 
career stages," as compared with the neutral responses of 
higher ranked faculty. 
Views on Mentoring Relationships by Mentored Faculty 
General Information 
The views on mentoring relationships by mentored 
faculty will be analyzed using frequency counts and 
percentages (Table 11, Mentoring Relationships by 
Gender, p. 61). Statistical analysis is limited, 
given the small sample size (17). Views on mentoring 
relationships by mentored faculty will be examined in light 
of gender. 
Although eighteen (64%) of the faculty surveyed stated 
that they had "been guided by a more experienced, higher 
ranking individual, who aided with their professional 
development and career advancement beyond normal supervisory 
guidance", one mentored faculty did not complete the 
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Table 11 
Mentoring Relationships by Gender 
Roien Faculty Men Faculty 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
Number of Mentors 5 2 4 0 1 2 1 2 0 0 
Percent by Gender 42 17 33 0 8 40 20 40 0 0 
Gender of Mentors Ronen Faculty Men Faculty 
M-l M-2 M-3 All M-l M-2 M-3 
n X n X n X n X n X n X n X 
Rouen 9 75 5 71 5 100 19 79 5 100 3 100 2 100 
Men 3 25 2 29 0 0 5 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Relationship Energence During Faculty Career 
During first 5 years 8 67 5 72 1 20 14 56 4 80 2 67 0 0 
During 6-10 years 4 25 0 0 2 40 6 24 0 0 0 0 0 0 
During ll-15th year 0 0 1 14 1 20 2 8 0 0 0 0 1 50 
During 16-20th year 0 0 1 14 1 20 2 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 
During 21-25th year 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 33 0 0 
Other 1 8 0 0 0 0 1 4 1 20 0 0 1 50 
(specify) 
Faculty Career Level at Relationship Energence 
Prior to position 7 58 2 29 0 0 9 38 3 60 2 67 0 0 
Lecturer 1 8 0 0 1 20 2 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Instructor 2 17 2 29 1 20 5 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Assistant Professor 1 8 3 42 3 60 7 29 2 40 1 33 2 100 
Associate Professor 1 8 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Professor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mentor Career Level at Relationship Bnergence 
Prior to position 2 17 0 0 0 0 2 8 2 40 1 33.3 0 0 
Lecturer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Instructor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Assistant Professor 5 42 2 29 1 20 8 33 0 0 1 33.3 1 50 
Associate Professor 3 25 4 57 2 40 9 38 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Professor 2 17 1 14 2 40 5 21 3 60 0 0 1 50 
Who initiated the relationship(s). 
Faculty did 1 8 3 42 0 0 4 17 1 25 0 0 1 50 
Mentor did 6 50 2 29 0 0 8 33 2 50 0 0 0 0 
Mutually initiated 5 42 2 29 5 100 12 50 1 25 2 100 1 50 
All 
n X 
10 100 
0 0 
6 60 
0 0 
1 10 
0 0 
1 10 
2 20 
5 50 
0 0 
0 0 
5 50 
0 0 
0 0 
3 30 
0 0 
0 0 
2 20 
0 0 
4 40 
2 25 
2 25 
4 50 
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subsequent questions. Therefore, the sample size for this 
portion of the questionnaire was further reduced to 17. 
Interestingly, 67% of all women respondents disclosed being 
mentored, as compared with 60% of men. 
As a whole, seven of these faculty (41%) reported having 
one mentor; three faculty (18%) had two mentors; six faculty 
(35%) reported three mentors and one faculty (6%) had 5 
mentors. No one reported having more than five mentors. 
Of the women, five (42%) reported having one mentor; two 
(17%) reported having two mentors; four women (33%) had 
three mentors; while one woman (8%) had five mentors. The 
men were fairly similarly represented with two 
men (40%) having one mentor; one man (20%) had two mentors; 
two men (40%) had three mentors. No men faculty had 
greater than three mentors. 
All men (100%) reported being mentored by a man, 
regardless of the number of mentors listed. Women 
represented the majority (79%) of all mentor categories for 
women. For "mentor one", women constituted 75% of the 
mentors; for "mentor two" women represented 71% of the 
mentors; for "mentor three" women were 100% of the 
mentors. 
The emergence of the mentor relationship was most 
likely to take place "During the first five years in the 
careers" of women (56%) and men (60%) faculty. The 
emergence of the first (women 67%, men 80%) and second 
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(women 72%, men 67%) mentor relationship was found 
predominantly during the first and fifth years. Whereas the 
third mentor relationship emerged predominantly within six 
to ten years for women (40%), but for men was evenly 
divided between eleven to fifteen years (50%) and twenty- 
seven to twenty-eight years (50%). 
Faculty, particularly men, were most likely to have the 
relationship emerge when they were at the level described 
as ’’Prior to their academic position” (women 38%, men 50%), 
or at ’’the assistant professor level” (women 29%, men 50%). 
The protege’s career level for "mentor one” and "two” 
was reported to be prior to their academic position for the 
majority of women (58%) and men (60%). In addition, the 
majority of men (100%) and women (60%) proteges reported to 
be at the assistant professor level when their third mentor 
relationship first emerged. 
Women (38%) were most likely to have a mentor who was 
an associate professor as compared with men (44%) who were 
most likely to have a mentor who was a professor. When 
examining the career level of mentors at the time the 
relationship first emerged, differences between men and 
women were observed. These varied with the number of 
mentors. In the category of ’’mentor one”, women were 
frequently found to acquire a mentor at the assistant 
professor level (42%) where men were more likely to be 
mentored by a professor (60%). In the ’’mentor two” category 
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women typically acquired an associate professor (57%) for 
their mentor; where men were evenly divided in mentoring 
from assistant professors (33.3%), administrators (33.3%) 
and with persons prior to academe (33.3%). The third mentor 
category found women being mentored predominantly by 
associate professors (40%), while men were divided between 
assistant professors (50%) and professors (50%). 
When asked if both mentor and protege worked for the 
same company at the onset of the relationship, the majority 
of women (67%), but only fifty percent of men said, "Yes”. 
The majority of both men (60%-67%) and women (67%-57%) 
responded, "Yes” to working for the same company, except for 
"mentor three". In the latter category, eighty percent of 
women responded "Yes", as compared with one hundred percent 
of men who responded no. 
The mean age of acquiring a mentor was older for all 
three categories for women (30.8), as compared with men 
(25.9). This lower age for men was skewed downward, because 
one faculty listed his father as his first mentor: thus 
listing his age at birth. When one year of age was omitted 
from averaging, a mean of 28.3 years was obtained for men. 
For "mentor one", women averaged 29.6 years as compared with 
22.8 for men. For "mentor two", women averaged 31.4 years 
as compared with 27 for men and for "mentor three", women 
average 33 years, as compared with 32 years for men. 
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The mentor’s average age was slightly younger for women 
(41.2), as compared with men (42.7). This was also true for 
"mentor one” (women 38.5, men 40) and "mentor two" (women 
45, men 53). In the second mentor category, women had older 
mentors (43), as compared with the men faculty (40). 
The mentor relationship was mutually initiated for 
fifty percent of the women and fifty percent of the men 
faculty. The mentor usually initiated the relationship for 
men (50%) and women (50%) for "mentor one". Women (42%) 
more commonly initiated the relationship with "mentor two", 
where the relationship was more inclined to be mutually 
initiated for men (100%) with "mentor two". One hundred 
percent of women reported that the relationship with "mentor 
three" was mutually initiated, as compared with men 
initiating (50%) or men having the third relationship 
mutually initiated. 
In summary, sixty-seven percent of all women 
respondents and sixty percent of men were mentored. Most 
faculty (92% of women and 100% of men) had three or fewer 
mentors. All men revealed being mentored by a man, as 
compared with seventy-nine percent of women being mentored 
by women. Generally, the mentor relationship was mutually 
initiated for fifty percent of the women and fifty percent 
of the men faculty. The mentor relationship typically 
emerged during the first five years of the faculty’s career. 
Women usually acquired an associate professor for their 
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mentor prior to their academic position. Men acquired a 
professor for their mentor prior to their academic position, 
or when the protege was at the assistant professor level. 
Sixty-seven percent of women and fifty percent of men 
faculty worked for the same company, as the mentor at the 
onset of the relationship. The mean age of acquiring a 
mentor was five years older for women, than for men. 
The mean age of the mentors varied by only one and one half 
years, with men having slightly older mentors. 
Mentor n Protege Characteristics 
Eighty-three percent of women and seventy-five percent 
of men related that there were specific characteristics, 
that they wanted the mentor(s) to possess. One male faculty 
member did not respond to this question. Faculty were asked 
to review a list of eleven mentor characteristics, and 
indicate which traits they looked for in a mentor. A 
listing of "other" was added with a request for the 
respondent to specify their response in this category. One 
woman and two men did not respond at all to this question. 
Two women and one man neglected to respond by circling the 
three most important characteristics. Three faculty (2 women 
and 1 man) replied to this "other" category. Women and 
men varied in their selection of these traits. Women 
selected the following traits the most frequently: the 
"ability to share knowledge and expertise" (11), "knowledge 
of individuals in the organization" (8), "respect from 
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others in the organization" (7). Men, on the other hand, 
chose the "other" category the most frequently (3). Within 
this trait category, one man listed each of the following; 
"honest and integrity", "success in professional 
development" and "published research and major grant 
support”. Two men selected the following three traits; 
"ability to share knowledge and expertise, knowledge of the 
organization, knowledge of individuals in the organization", 
and "other" category. 
The "ability to share knowledge and expertise" was 
selected most frequently by women (8) as one of the three 
"most important" traits of a mentor. The category of 
"other" was selected the most frequently for men (2). 
Within this trait, one man listed "success in professional 
development", while the other listed "published research and 
major grant support". Women (7) described "positive and 
open mindedness" as second on their list of priorities. The 
other three men were divided between "ability to share 
knowledge and expertise, knowledge of the organization, and 
knowledge of individuals in the organization". "High 
position in the organization" was not selected at all by 
women or men. 
The traits which faculty felt were important in helping 
them gain or attract a mentor were similar between women and 
men. Two women did not respond by circling the "most" 
important characteristics. The traits preferred the most 
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frequently by women included "dedication and hard work" 
(10), "ability to work well with others" (8), "enthusiasm" 
(8), plus "intelligence" (8). Men chose the following 
traits the most frequently: "intelligence" (4), "ability to 
work well with others" (3), and "enthusiasm" (3). When 
asked to report which of these traits were the "most 
important", women selected "dedication and hard work" (6), 
"ability to work well with others" (6) and "intelligence" 
(4). Men preferred "ability to work well with others" (3), 
"enthusiasm" (3), and "intelligence" (2). 
In summary, the "ability to share knowledge and 
expertise" was selected most frequently by women (8), as one 
of the three "most important" traits of a mentor. The 
category of "other" was favored the most frequently by men 
(2). Within this trait, one man listed "success in 
professional development", while another listed "published 
research and major grant support". The traits that faculty 
felt were important in helping them gain or attract a mentor 
were similar between women and men: they selected 
"dedication and hard work", "ability to work well with 
others", "enthusiasm" and "intelligence". 
Problems and Benefits of the Mentor Relationship 
Six women (50%) and two men (40%) did not check any 
problems with the mentor relationship. The data on "mentor 
one", "two" and "three" were combined, while frequency 
counts were taken and presented in Table 12 (Problems, 
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p. 70). Both women (3) and men (2) had the highest 
frequency count for the problem "Too closely identified with 
your mentor." Women enumerated the following the most 
frequently: "overdependency on your mentor" (2), and "too 
closely identified with your mentor" (2) for "mentor one"; 
"organizational conflict" (2) for "mentor two"; and 
"unrealistic expectations from your mentor" (2) for "mentor 
three. 
One man selected each of the following "too closely 
identified with your mentor", "other" specifically the 
"first mentor didn’t really mentor me" for "mentor one"; 
"organizational conflict", "jealousy from peers, spouse 
etc." and "too closely identified with your mentor" were 
perceived for "mentor two". No men faculty responded to 
"mentor three". 
In order to examine the benefits from having a mentor, 
the faculty was asked to what extent they benefited from 
each of the following areas in the mentoring relationship. 
Each faculty rated the three mentors on eight 
characteristics, using a scale from "one" ("to a very little 
extent") to "five" ("to a very great extent") (Table 13, 
Functions of the Mentoring Relationships, p. 72). Women 
(4.58) rated "gaining of support" the highest; while men 
considered this second highest (3.78). Men scored "gaining 
of knowledge" the highest (4.45), while women evaluated this 
second highest (4.54). Women rated "gaining of protection 
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Table 12 
Problems 
K-l 
n 
1 Tiae/energy constraints placed 
upon you by your nentor 1 
2 Unrealistic expectations froi 
your lentor 0 
3 Unfair Manipulation froa your aentor 0 
4 Political probleas 0 
5 Organizational conflict 0 
6 Jealousy froa peers, spouse, etc. 1 
7 Overdependency on your aentor 2 
8 Too closely identified with your aentor 2 
9 Issues related to sexuality 0 
10 Other_(please specify) 1 
Voaen 
H-2 
n 
1 
M-3 
n 
0 
0 
1 
1 
2 
1 
0 
0 
1 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
H-l = Mentor one 
H-2 = Mentor two 
H-3 = Mentor three 
lowest (2.5), as compared with men who regarded this higher 
(3.78). Men, on the other hand, allotted "increased power" 
lowest (2.67). This was also rated very low for women 
(2.58). Women (4.29) and men (3.33) varied the most 
(difference between the means = .99) in their response to 
"increased self esteem" as an area of benefit. The 
higher rating of "increased self esteem" reported by women 
may be an example of the factors described by Surrey (1985) 
in the "self-in-relation" theory. Whereby an individual’s 
self esteem is enhanced by relational development rather 
than by separation. 
Faculty rated functions performed by a mentor using a 
five-point likert scale ranging from "never" (1) to 
"always" (5). The scores of each function for all mentors 
were averaged. The women and men faculty’s responses to 
these five career functions and four psychosocial functions 
are presented in Table 14 (Benefits of the Mentoring 
Relationships, p.72). The career function, "suggested 
strategies for achieving work objectives, career goals and 
recognition" was rated the highest for women (3.88) and men 
(4.44). Women assessed "protected you from damaging contact 
with senior executives the lowest (2.33). Men also 
concurred this as low (2.65), but their lowest ranked career 
function was "nominated you for promotion" (1.67). Women 
scored this function substantially higher 3.14. The latter 
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Table 13 
Functions of the Mentoring Relationship 
1 Never 2 Seldom 3 Sometimes 4 Often 5 Always 
Wonen Men 
x x 
Served as a role nodel for you by setting attitude, value and behavior examples. 4.38 3.89 
Assigned responsibilities to help develop relationships with key figures in the 
organization. 3.08 3.56 
Suggested strategies for achieving work objectives, career goals and recognition. 3.88 4.44 
Enabled enjoyable infornal exchanges about work and other outside experiences. 4.33 4.22 
Protected you from damaging contact with senior executives, 2.33 2.67 
Bnabled the exploration of personal concerns. 3.83 3.67 
Assigned you challenging work along with training and performance feedback. 3.46 4.22 
Nominated you for promotions. 3.14 1.67 
Supported and encouraged you through positive interaction. 4.46 4,56 
Table 14 
Benefits of the Mentoring Relationships 
Women Men 
x x 
Gaining of knowledge 4.54 4.45 
Gaining of support 4.58 3,78 
Gaining of protection 2.50 3,13 
Position advancement 2,96 3.33 
Increased prestige 3.24 3.33 
Increased Power 2,58 2.67 
Increased self esteem 4,29 3.33 
Gaining clarity of career goals 3.88 3.56 
♦These calculations represent the average of responses for all mentors (1,2 and 3) 
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represents the career function, that varied the most between 
men and women (mean difference 1.47) 
When psychosocial functions were examined, women (4.46) 
and men (4.56) almost always agreed that their mentor, 
"Supported and encouraged you through positive interaction." 
Women (3.83) and men (3.67) also rated the following 
function the lowest: "Enabled the exploration of personal 
concerns". Women (4.38) varied the most from men (3.89) in 
their response to the following psychosocial function: 
"Served as a role model for you by setting attitude, value 
and behavior examples" (difference between the means .49). 
The majority of women (71%) and men (67%) declared 
their mentor relationship to be "very valuable". Many of 
the women (100% and 57%) found the relationship with "mentor 
one" and "two" to be "very valuable", and the relationship 
with "mentor three" to be of "some value" (60%). One 
hundred percent of men found the relationship with mentors 
"one" and "three" to be "very valuable" and were evenly 
divided (50%/50%) between "very valuable" and of "some 
value" for the relationship with "mentor two". The majority 
of men and women characterized their present feeling toward 
all of the mentors as being "close/peer-like" or "friendly". 
In summary, fifty percent of women and forty percent of 
men did not report any problems with their mentors. "Too 
closely identified with your mentor" was ascribed as a 
problem most frequently for both men and women faculty. 
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Women rated "Gaining of support", while men rated "Gaining 
of knowledge" the highest for the benefits examined. Both 
men and women agreed mentors, "Suggested strategies for 
achieving work objectives, career goals, and recognition". 
Women and men varied the most with their responses to 
nominations for promotion by mentors. Women stated this 
"sometimes occurred", while men challenged it "almost never 
occurred". The psychosocial function of support and 
encouragement through positive interaction was listed the 
highest for women and men. Women varied the most from men 
in their response to the following psychosocial function: 
"Served as a role model for you by setting attitude, value 
and behavior examples". The majority of women and men 
contended their mentor relationship was "very valuable". 
Relationship Duration 
Overall, the majority of men (90%) and women (67%) 
faculty are no longer involved with their mentors. Fifty- 
seven percent of women and one hundred percent of men are 
no longer involved with "mentor one", as compared with 
seventy-one percent and sixty-seven percent respectively for 
"mentor two"; as well as eighty percent and one hundred 
percent respectively for "mentor three". 
The duration of the mentor relationship was reported by 
women to last for more years than that related by men. 
Fifty percent of women reported the relationship with 
"mentor one" to last five years or more, with thirty-three 
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percent lasting over ten years. Sixty percent of men 
reported that the relationship lasted four years or less, 
with twenty percent lasting over ten years. The 
relationship with "mentor two" revealed a greater 
discrepancy with seventy-one percent of women reporting a 
mentor relationship duration of five years or more, with 
forty-three percent lasting over ten years. The men (100%) 
declared that the second mentor relationship lasted seven 
years or less. The third mentor relationship was reported 
to last greater than five years by 60% of the women. 
Meanwhile, one hundred percent of the men reported the 
relationship to last four years or less. 
When asked who terminated the relationship with any of 
the three mentors, thirty-three percent of the women 
replied, the relationship was "not yet terminated", as 
compared with ten percent for men. Meanwhile, sixty percent 
of the men and only twenty-nine percent of the women 
maintained, the relationship was "mutually terminated". 
Forty-two percent of the women and sixty percent of the men 
agreed that the first mentor relationship was mutually 
terminated. 
Thirty-three percent of the women stated that the first 
mentor relationship was not yet terminated, as compared with 
none for the men. For the second mentor relationship, 
sixty-seven percent of the women reported a mutually 
terminated relationship; while forty-two percent of the men 
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reported terminating the relationship. Twenty-nine percent 
of the women and thirty three percent of the men considered 
that this relationship was not yet terminated. Forty 
percent of the women and fifty percent of the men reported 
that they terminated the relationship with "mentor three”. 
The other fifty percent of men explained the relationship 
was mutually terminated. Forty percent of the women stated 
the relationship was "not yet terminated". 
"Job relocation" was listed by women most frequently 
(41%), as the reason for the end of the relationship. Men 
were evenly divided between that response (33%) and 
"position change" (33%). The following are the results for 
each of the mentor relationships. 
The cause for the relationship’s end was described by 
women ("mentor one" 67%, "mentor three" 50%) as being due to 
"job relocation". Women (50%) concluded, that 
"Dissatisfaction in relationship resulted in termination" 
for "mentor two". Men (60%) described a position change as 
being the primary cause for the end of the relationship with 
"mentor one". Fifty percent of men announced this as the 
cause for termination of the relationship with "mentor two" 
and "three" with the other fifty percent, claiming the 
"Position change" was the cause. 
In summary, the majority of men and women are no longer 
in the mentor relationship. Women, however, are more likely 
to continue the mentor relationship for more years than men 
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faculty. More women reported the relationship was ’’not yet 
terminated", as compared with men. Meanwhile, sixty percent 
of the men and only twenty-nine percent of the women 
admitted the relationship was "mutually terminated". Women 
listed "job relocation", while men were evenly divided 
between this response and "Position change" for reasons for 
the end of the mentor-protege relationship. 
Proteges of the Faculty Surveyed 
Eighty-three percent of the women and fifty percent of 
the men confided as having been a mentor to someone. Women 
reported having mentored from one to five proteges, as 
compared with men mentoring from none to two proteges. One 
protege was reported with the highest frequency (5) for 
women (42%), as compared with zero (3) for men (60%). One 
woman and no men mentored a protege of the opposite gender. 
In summary, women faculty tended to mentor more 
proteges than men faculty. In addition, one woman faculty 
mentored a man; while none of the men faculty surveyed 
mentored women. 
Two pivotal questions were added to this survey. 
A. Do you have any advice regarding mentoring 
relationships for faculty pursuing a career in academe? 
B. Do you have any advice regarding mentoring 
relationships for physical therapists pursuing a career in 
academe? 
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The responses are narrated in their entirety to avoid 
omitting any essential information. The following are the 
responses to the question "A": 
1. They are valuable and should be sought out, developed 
mutually; they are not easy or assured in many places. 
2. Remain open minded, be willing to look for more than 
one mentor to meet your needs. 
3. The mentors should be knowledgeable (trained?) in the 
function, process and products of mentoring at both the 
individual and institutional levels. 
4. Having a mentor is not as important as technical 
expertise and the ability to get along in complex 
organizations. Too many "P.T." (Physical Therapy) faculty 
blame the lack of a mentor for their limited advancement, 
when they are not prepared to thrive in academia. 
5. Allow time for people to mature, Don’t expect too much 
too soon. 
6. Seek them out, they are phenomenally helpful and to be 
ready to "give back" and take on the role of a mentor as 
well (sic ) . 
7. There are not many institutions with experienced 
physical therapy faculty with the time, energy, interest and 
ability to mentor a junior faculty person. I would seek a 
mentor outside the P. T. field. 
8. No. 
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The ensuing reactions pertain to question ”B": 
1. Academic chairs need a strong mentoring relationship 
this is not in place and is badly needed (sic). 
2. Don’t be afraid to ask for help. 
3. Get involved with a mentor with a proven track record 
and be prepared to work toward independence. 
4. Allow exploration of many facets of Physical Therapy 
treatment before directing towards one area. 
5. Seek them out - they are phenomenally helpful and be 
ready to "give back" and take on the role of mentor as well. 
6. It’s probably more important to understand the politics 
of success in academia rather than seek one mentor. 
Collaboration appears to be very important, many women don’t 
understand this. 
7. No. 
Analysis of the Interviews 
Phase two of this study involved an interview of two 
faculty from each of the four academic programs in a large 
southern state. These faculty were randomly selected from 
the signed consent forms returned by the faculty. The codes 
were matched to the telephone number of that individual and 
the interview was conducted over the telephone, tape 
recorded and transcribed. The telephone interview included 
the following four open ended questions: 
1. What attracted you to this position? 
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2. What support system have you encountered in this 
position? 
3. What would you like that was not there? 
(i.e. support) 
4. Is there anything else you would like to add? 
This researcher was able to get two faculty from each 
of the four accredited institutions in Florida to consent 
to the interview. Subject confidentiality was maintained 
throughout. There were several times when questions of 
clarification were posed to the researcher. These 
questions and their responses are included in the 
transcripts and their analyses. 
Given the small number of faculty interviewed the 
statistics are limited to numbers and percentages, since 
these were influenced by the small sample size. The 
interviews do, however, support some of the findings of the 
questionnaire results. In addition, the responses given in 
the interviews present information that was not examined in 
the questionnaire. This information could prove beneficial 
in faculty retention. 
First, this researcher will present the overall picture 
of the interviewed faculty and compare this with some of the 
data reported on the questionnaires. Next, researcher will 
present the summary of the responses for each of the four 
open ended questions. Finally, following this analysis of 
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the interviews, the researcher included a complete 
transcript of the interviews in APPENDIX G. 
Of the eight faculty who were interviewed, five (62%) 
were men and three (38%) were women. Unfortunately, this is 
not representative of the sample surveyed, which is sixty- 
four percent women and thirty-six percent men faculty. The 
years in a faculty position ranged from less than one to 
sixteen, with a mean of 6. The years at "this institution" 
ranged from 2 to 8, with a mean of 5 years. The majority 
(75%) were mentored. The mean years for mentored 
interviewees in an academic position was 6.2 years, and 5.3 
years at "this institution", as compared with 4.5 years for 
each category in the non-mentored faculty. 
Three faculty were non-tenured, three were on tenure 
track and two were tenured. Tenured faculty demonstrated 
the highest mean number of years in academia (7.5) and at 
"this institution" (7.5). Non-tenured faculty had a mean of 
6.7 years in academe and 5 years within "this institution". 
Tenure track faculty demonstrated the lowest retention with 
a mean of 3.7 years in academe and 3.7 years within "this 
institution". 
For the purposes of this research mean salaries were 
calculated as previously described for the questionnaire. 
The salaries of these faculty "at the university" ranged 
from $35,001 to $75,000, with a mean of $48,125. The 
salaries earned outside this faculty position ranged from 
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zero to greater than $75,000. Only one individual did not 
work outside their faculty position. Calculation of the 
mean salary, ($24,286) earned outside the faculty position, 
was based on the seven "outside" salaries reported. 
All of the interviewed faculty seemed fairly satisfied 
in their descriptions, of their feelings about their jobs. 
However, the majority (62.5%) would change jobs, if offered 
a better job. Five faculty (62.5%) stated, "I am not eager 
to change my job, but I would do so if I could get a better 
job. Two faculty (25%) declared, "I cannot think of any 
jobs for which I would exchange mine; while one faculty 
(12.5%) announced, "I would not exchange my job for any 
other". The individual who was the most satisfied was 
mentored, in a non-tenured position, with the highest salary 
in and out of a faculty position. This individual also had 
the greatest number of years in academe and likewise tied 
for the greatest number of years within "this institution". 
When asked how faculty felt about remaining in their 
present faculty position one (12.5%) replied in the "other" 
category stating, "I will stay here if I get tenure to do 
so". Another (12.5%) responded, "I would consider leaving 
this institution within the next year, if given a better 
offer." This individual was mentored and non-tenured, with 
less than the mean number of years in academe or within 
"this institution". This faculty member, also, was tied 
with one other interviewed faculty member for the lowest 
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salary. Surprisingly, this faculty did not mention salary 
at all during the interview. The other faculty, with a 
similar salary range, did infer in the interview that low 
salaries were a problem. Three faculty (37.5%) conceded, "I 
would consider leaving this institution within the next two 
years if given a better offer”. Two faculty (25%) stated, 
"I am unlikely to leave this institution within the next two 
years". One faculty (12.5%) voiced, "I am unlikely to leave 
this institution within the next five years.” This latter 
individual is the same one who demonstrated the highest 
degree of satisfaction in the question above. 
In summary, fifty percent of faculty interviewed would 
consider leaving "this institution" within the next two 
years, if given a better offer. Almost 38% are unlikely to 
leave within the next five years or less. One faculty will 
stay, if tenure is granted. 
The following is an analysis of the responses to to 
each of the four open-ended questions. A synopsis of the 
total responses given during the interview follows. 
Question 1: What attracted you to this position? 
Five of the faculty, who were interviewed, cited 
"teaching" in one way or another: "...light teaching load", 
"...I was always involved in teaching in one capacity or 
another. So when the opening was there I tried to do it 
full-time"; "still being able to continue clinical practice 
and teach... a variable kind of,...job."; "...the area they 
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needed teaching in was exactly the area that I had an 
interest in teaching." 
The next most common responses to this question were 
"faculty", "location" or recent "move", and the ability to 
"do something different". Each of these was noted in two of 
the respondents’ interviews. Besides, there was one 
reference to each of the following as attracting features: 
"responsibilities", "wife’s employment", "high salary", "the 
ability to start a research program", "a variable type of 
job" (teaching, clinical education coordinating, and 
clinical). 
Question 2: What support system have you encountered in 
this position? 
All of the eight faculty who were interviewed 
enumerated other "faculty", as a major support system within 
their response to this question. The next most frequently 
described support system (3) involved availability and 
support from the "Director/Chair". Three faculty responses 
included financial support. Two faculty listed "individual 
freedom", as being important when replying to this question. 
This ranged from "monetary support" to financing 
"research". In addition the following were listed once in 
the responses to the same question; "faculty materials", 
"light teaching load", "availability of the dean", 
"ancillary support", "flexibility", "initiatives outside the 
department", and "finding people with similar mind-set". 
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One faculty member was assigned a mentor, within that 
physical therapy program, upon entering the institution. 
One faculty inferred that a friend had joined the same 
institution; but within another department, soon after 
she/he arrived. This was perceived as being "very 
beneficial". 
Question 3: What would you like that was not there? (i.e. 
support) 
Two faculty stated they would like competent secretaries. 
One asserted, "A lot of the things I spend my time on, 
could have been done by a secretary, if I had a good 
secretary”, There was one description of each of the 
following during the interviews; "completed lab (for 
research) and monetary support... salary increases would be 
the most critical type of real support that I could use." 
One faculty member described a need for some orientation, 
particularly to the rank and tenure requirements. "...I 
would have liked a little bit better understanding... I had 
never had a faculty position before and...didn’t have any 
sense for the urgency of establishing a...track record in 
publications..and this time lag...The other expectations of 
being a faculty member including serving on committees and 
curriculum issues...how to set priorities a little better 
particularly in regard to the tenure process". One 
individual advocated "just more availability for support. 
Seems like people are always so busy that you don’t have 
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enough time to be able to sit and really, you know, get 
support at some critical times when you really need it.” 
Two faculty were content with what was in place at their 
institution. 
One faculty stated "the resources in the department are 
considerably greater than what I’ve experienced before, so 
I’m not really wanting right now.". The other faculty’s 
response was, "I’m sure there’s things that would have been 
helpful but they’ve provided everything that you really 
could need." 
Question 4: Is there anything else you would like to add? 
The responses to this question were varied and more 
lengthy than the overall responses to any of the other 
questions. Two faculty agreed that low salaries were a 
problem. The following are some of their descriptions: 
"Certainly a position at the university does not keep up 
with what therapists can make ’outside’...I think it’s 
extremely important that faculty will be allowed to practice 
’outside* both to keep their skill and to supplement their 
salary...when your graduates are making the same as you or 
more than you, after 20 years of experience, at a certain 
point you stop and look at it. So I think the salaries are 
extremely non-competitive....I think for me, that if I left 
teaching, it would have been because of finances." I then 
asked the subject "What is it that is making you stay..?" The 
response was, "I like teaching more than, I’m still doing 
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clinical work,...it did not come to that extreme yet....but 
there is a limit, how much you can sacrifice on the economic 
front.". Another faculty declared, "Within our own 
university, one of the reasons a lot of people have been 
leaving, is the inability to earn outside income. Despite 
the fact that salaries have been frozen for two years due to 
state budget problems, there’s been a reluctance on the part 
of administration to allow us to work in clinical settings 
to earn money. So...kids are graduating ... making about the 
same thing that faculty with doctoral degrees are making.... 
Satisfaction is one thing, but it doesn’t pay the mortgage 
at all". 
Two faculty described the need for an orientation in 
the following comments; "I have moved into a medical school 
and the expectations of faculty ...are very different... 
orientation along those lines, would be helpful... there’s 
many different types of appointments in medical school, 
research, teaching, clinical, as opposed to the ...regular 
academics, tenure, non-tenure track." "Some clearing house, 
if you will, where one could find out about the research in 
the university, has to offer, fairly rapidly, instead of by 
trial and error... particularly, because physical therapists 
typically come to teaching from clinical settings; whereas 
virtually everyone else, on the faculty of the college here, 
comes in from post-doctoral fellowships and academic careers 
and so they kind of have a big edge on physical therapy 
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faculty...". One of these faculty also expressed the need 
for "some form of formal support system for entering 
faculty... some sort of semi-formal or informal ’buddying’ 
system." 
One faculty referred to the need for a secretary. 
Another faculty reiterated, "I wish there were a better 
system within the university for rewarding the activities, 
that I think are very important such as: teaching 
advising, student related activities, interdisciplinary 
activities, ...To my mind the drawback to being a major 
research university ’is’ that the focus on research is 
tending to decrease the importance of student related 
activities." This individual continued, "I find 
teaching to be extremely exciting, and the university 
environment to be very stimulating, and think it’s just a 
lot of fun. I enjoy it very much and I hope I get tenure, 
so I can stay here.". 
This was not the only faculty to express contentment in 
their faculty position. One faculty described "great 
communication... everyone gets along very, very, well from 
the dean all the way down....I feel like I’m part of the 
ball game... everyone gets involved; [It] is very congenial; 
very good open communication". Another faculty resounded, 
"... I’m really very happy.". Still another faculty 
emphasized the students as being very important; "...we have 
the best and brightest of students and they’re just 
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wonderful to interact with and I have found that the 
students have..assumed the role, that I thought I would 
never be able to give up with patients... Faculty have a 
major opportunity to make a difference in the future of the 
profession by teaching... and I think that’s real important 
to assume that responsibility.”. 
One faculty stated that she/he felt the "...questions 
looked a little biased...It looked like you sort of came up 
with a hypothesis, that a lot of women aren’t possibly doing 
that well in faculty positions in physical therapy settings; 
because of a lack of mentorships..." This individual went 
on to say "...having a mentor ...can be very, very, useful 
but generally things have to be a ’two way street’...you’re 
generally going to have to be prepared to give something 
back." 
In summary, the most frequent, favorable characteristic 
mentioned in the interviews was the faculty themselves. The 
term "faculty" was repeated in a positive way eleven times, 
while examining all responses by all of the faculty being 
interviewed. Specifically, faculty conveyed the ..."open 
communication", ..."good company", ..."get along very, very 
well", ..."I liked working with them", ..."great 
communication", ..."very nice", ..."helpful". 
Teaching was identified as a positive characteristic, 
with the second highest frequency (6). Comments included: 
"...light teaching load, I was always involved in teaching 
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in one capacity or another. So when the opening was there I 
tried to do it, ... a variable kind of job, ...I had gotten 
my PH.D. with the idea of going into teaching, ...I like 
teaching, ...I find teaching to be extremely exciting”. 
Overall, there were four citations of research or grant 
funding and support, as positive characteristics. One 
faculty cited a draw-back to research "...the draw-back to 
being in a major research university: that the focus on 
research is tending to decrease the importance of student 
related activities." "Good communication and support by the 
chair/director" were mentioned as positive characteristics 
by three faculty. 
A need for each of the following was expressed three 
times: salary increases, secretarial support, and 
orientation. Faculty, who reported a need for salary 
increases, listed salaries within this institution that 
ranged from $35,001 to $50,000, with a mean salary of 
$42,500. Mean salaries were calculated once again, using 
the mid-point of the range selected by faculty. Salaries 
outside of the institution ranged from less than $5,000 to 
$40,000 for these faculty, with a mean of $20,000. 
Two faculty stated that high salaries were an 
attractive characteristic. One of these faculty had a 
salary range within "this institution" of $70,000-$75,000, 
while the other’s salary was $45,001-$50,000. The mean 
salary for these faculty was $60,000. The salary range 
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outside of "this institution” was $20,000 to greater than 
$75,000 for these faculty, with a mean of $48,750. Hence, 
faculty who described salary as a problem, had a lower mean 
salary within "this institution”; as well as outside this 
institution. This is in direct contrast with faculty, who 
listed salary as an attractive feature to "this 
institution”, whose mean salary within "this institution” 
was $17,500 higher than that of faculty who listed low 
salaries as a problem. In addition, "outside” salaries were 
$28,750 lower for faculty who stated that low salaries were 
a problem. Although salary alone was not found to 
significantly influence faculty retention, it appears that 
there is a critical level at which physical therapy faculty 
begin to reconsider options available outside of academe. 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
Summary 
The primary purpose of this study was to identify the 
role that a mentor has on faculty retention in physical 
therapy programs in a large southern state, also to 
determine if this role varies with gender. In addition, 
this study examined other factors, which may affect faculty 
retention. 
For the purposes of this study, a mentor is considered 
to be an experienced person who aids with the professional 
development and career advancement by providing various 
career and psychosocial functions, beyond the typical 
supervisory guidance to a developing individual (protege). 
(Ricketts 1988). 
Career functions previously determined to be the most 
beneficial include: exposure and visibility, sponsoring, 
coaching, protection, and challenging assignments. 
Psychosocial functions include acceptance and confirmation, 
counseling and friendship, and role modeling (Kram 1985). 
This study defined retention as the ability to keep 
faculty in the same academic physical therapy program in 
Florida for more than two years. The problem then that this 
research addressed was that while there are faculty who are 
retained, the factors influencing this retention were not 
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substantiated prior to this study. Based on an analysis of 
research in physical therapy, academia and mentors, reasons 
for this lack of substantiation appears to be that previous 
studies have examined mentors in light of promotion, job 
satisfaction, and career success (Missirian 1980, 1982; Kram 
1983, 1985; Ricketts 1988). Further, the studies on 
physical therapy and academe have primarily focused on 
attrition "from" and attraction "to” academic settings (APTA 
1983, 1985, 1987, 1989). These studies have neglected to 
examine the role a mentor may play in faculty retention. 
The objectives of this study were to examine: 
1. Differences in the prevalence of mentoring 
relationships between faculty who are retained and those who 
are not retained. 
2. The perceived importance of career mentoring 
relationships as a means of retention. 
3. How characteristics of career mentoring 
relationships differ for female and male faculty as this 
relates to retention. 
4. The differences and similarities between the 
questionnaire and the interview results. 
5. Additional factors which may be influencing 
faculty retention (i.e. tenure, rank, salary, job 
satisfaction ). 
Sixty-four percent of the respondents were women. This 
percentage is representative of physical therapy faculty 
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nationally (APTA 1989, 1990). The average, full-time 
doctorally prepared faculty ranked at the assistant 
professor level and was not tenured. Although this faculty 
position was the primary job, it was not the only job held 
by these faculty. 
The average salary was $47,411 within "this 
institution," plus $16,184 from "outside" sources. The 
average faculty salary for this large southern state was 
$1,672 higher than the national average reported by the 
American Physical Therapy Association for 1991-1992. 
Faculty preplanned their careers in academe and had a 
history of a continuous employment pattern. The average 
faculty was in a faculty position for 10.2 years, and spent 
eight years within "this institution". Faculty salary, 
alone, did not significantly influence retention. This is 
interesting in light of Pearl’s (1987) study which reported 
low salary, as one of key reasons clinicians were not 
attracted to academia. 
No significant differences were noted between mentored 
and non-mentored faculty with regard to retention, gender, 
rank, tenure, career selection, prospects for future 
success, job change feelings and feelings about remaining in 
their present job. Mentored faculty made $5,556 more than 
non-mentored faculty. It is believed by this researcher 
that this 12% difference was not found to be statistically 
significant due to the small sample size. 
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In this study the mean salary for women faculty was 
$1,417 greater than that of the men faculty. The failure of 
the male administrator to return the questionnaire may have 
contributed to this discrepancy, as the American Physical 
Therapy Association has reported that administrative faculty 
earn the highest mean salaries. Hence, the lack of this 
data may have negatively skewed the salary of men faculty. 
Moreover, gender did not significantly influence 
retention, salary, tenure, rank, prospects for future 
success, career planning, feelings about job change or 
retention in present job. This is in direct contrast to 
much of the literature, which states that, overall, women 
tend to earn less, are promoted less frequently and are less 
satisfied in male dominated professions (Etaugh, 1984; 
Hennig and Jardim, 1977; Hyer, 1985; Kanter, 1977; National 
Center for Educational Statistics, 1985; Phillips 1977, 
Rickets 1988). Goldberg reported at the 1992 National 
Physical Therapy Conference in Boston, that even the female 
dominated profession of physical therapy is not immune to 
these discrepancies. He reported significantly lower 
salaries, promotions and rank for women physical therapists 
nationally. The studies conducted by the APTA in the 1980’s 
revealed similar findings. Therefore it may be concluded 
that the status for faculty, particularly women faculty, is 
substantially better in this large southern state than for 
the nation. 
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Given the data from this study women are earning 
similar salaries, if not better salaries, than their male 
counterparts within "this institution.” Their salaries 
outside of "this institution" are however, considerably 
less, with women earning a mean outside salary of $8,864 as 
compared with $26,250 for men. This would leave women with 
a mean combined salary of $56,781 as compared with $72,750 
for men. This represents a $15,969 discrepancy between men 
and women, for mean combined salaries (within "this 
institution" and "outside" work). The mean "outside" 
salaries were based on the salaries reported by the 
respondents. In addition, there were two men and seven 
women faculty who reported no "outside" income. Fewer women 
are working outside of "this institution" and those who have 
outside jobs are earning considerably less than the men 
faculty. It therefore appears that either women are being 
paid less on the outside, are working less on the outside or 
are working at jobs that do not pay monetarily. The 
research presented by the American Physical Therapy 
Association (1989, 1990) and Goldberg (1992) has already 
established that nationally women physical therapists are 
earning less than men in similar positions. In addition, 
the previously cited research of Gilligan (1982) and Jordan 
(1984, 1986) indicates that women are still the primary 
person responsible for maintaining the household and family. 
Therefore the women appear to have less time available for 
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"outside” work given the demands of home and family and the 
"outside" jobs that they may have access to renumerate women 
at a lower rate than men. 
Higher ranked faculty were significantly more likely to 
have tenure and more likely to be retained in "academia" and 
within "this institution." Tenure significantly influenced 
faculty retention in academia and within "this institution.” 
Faculty, with more years in academia, were also found to 
have greater retention within "this institution." No 
significant findings were discovered between degree and 
retention, gender, tenure or rank. Neither rank nor tenure 
status had any significant association with salary. 
Salary and tenure varied significantly by institution. 
Institution "D" had the highest faculty retention in 
academia and within "this institution”. This institution 
also had the highest level of tenured faculty and the second 
highest salary. This was also the program which was 
accredited the earliest (1960) within this state. In 
contrast, institution "A" had the highest salary, the most 
mentored faculty, the greatest non-tenured faculty and no 
tenured faculty. It was also tied with institution "D" for 
the most doctorally prepared faculty and it was the second 
newest program (accredited in 1982), yet it had the lowest 
faculty retention within this state. 
The benefits of tenure positively influenced faculty 
retention. Although salary was not a significant finding by 
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itself, it appears from this data and the interview 
information that there may be a critical base salary level. 
If salaries are beneath this level, faculty are less likely 
to be financially able to remain in academe. This will be 
addressed further when the interviews are discussed. 
The majority of faculty would not change their jobs. 
Faculty’s feelings, about changing jobs or remaining in 
their present faculty positions, was not significantly 
associated with retention, mentorship, gender or rank. All 
faculty rated their prospects for future success as "very 
good" to "excellent," except one. 
Mentored faculty agree, "Faculty pursuing academic 
careers need to establish a mentoring relationship." Women 
faculty agree that "Faculty need mentors at all 
organizational levels," as compared with the neutral 
responses of men faculty. Women may feel a stronger need 
for mentors at all organizational levels, because women may 
be aware of the differences between the women dominated 
physical therapy programs, and the male dominated university 
structure. The latter may be more representative of the 
draw-backs noted in the male dominated professions, 
described by Yoder (1985), Kram (1985) and others (Etaugh, 
1985; Hyer, 1985) . 
Women faculty are more likely to disagree with the 
statement, "Faculty need more that one mentor to advance in 
academia." Men remained neutral on the above statements. 
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Instructors and assistant professors were significantly more 
likely to disagree with the statement, "Faculty only need a 
mentor in the early career stages", as compared with the 
neutral responses of higher ranked faculty. 
Sixty-seven percent of all women respondents and sixty 
percent of men were mentored. Most faculty (92% of women 
and 100% of men) had three or fewer mentors. One woman 
reported having five mentors. All men reported being 
mentored by a man as compared with seventy-nine percent of 
women being mentored by women. Of the women who were 
mentored eighty-three percent reported mentoring proteges as 
compared with only fifty percent of the men who had been 
mentored. In addition, one mentored woman reported 
mentoring a male protege. No men reported mentoring a woman 
protege. This once again is in contrast to the previously 
cited literature within the male dominated professions where 
men have access and acquire more mentors, particularly 
mentors of the same gender, as compared with women (Kram 
1983, 1985 Kram and Isabella, 1985; Phillips-Jones, 1980, 
1982; Yoder, 1985). 
In general, the mentor relationship was mutually 
initiated for fifty percent of the women and fifty percent 
of the men faculty. The mentor relationship typically 
emerged during the first five years of the faculty’s career. 
Women ordinarily acquired an associate professor for their 
mentor prior to their academic position. Men acquired a 
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professor for their mentor prior to their academic position, 
or when the protege was at the assistant professor level. 
Sixty-seven percent of women and fifty percent of men 
faculty worked for the same company as the mentor at the 
onset of the relationship. The mean age of acquiring a 
mentor was five years older for women as compared with men. 
The mean age of the mentors varied by only one and a half 
years, with men having slightly older mentors. It appears 
that women are acquiring a mentor later in their career than 
men but women are also mentoring proteges earlier than men. 
The ’’ability to share knowledge and expertise” was 
selected most frequently by women (8), as one of the three 
’’most important" traits of a mentor. The category of 
"other” was selected the most frequently for men (2). 
Within this trait one man listed, "Success in professional 
development;" while the other listed, "published research 
and major grant support." Women appear to be looking more 
for the sharing of overall knowledge and support, where men 
appear to be looking more toward a track record in areas 
that are rated highly, when promotion and tenure are 
considered. This is reiterated in the interviews. It is 
also supported by the work in relational development theory 
(Jordan, 198A; Miller, 1985; Surrey, 1984). 
The traits that faculty felt were important in helping 
them gain or attract a mentor were similar between women and 
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men: ’’Dedication and hard work," "Ability to work well with 
others," "Enthusiasm" and "Intelligence." 
Fifty percent of women and forty percent of men did not 
report any problems with their mentors. This lack of 
problems is substantially lower than in male dominated 
professions, where cross gender mentoring is more common 
(i.e. men mentoring women proteges). The sexuality 
problems, reported in the literature on male dominated 
professions, was mentioned only once. This respondent was a 
woman with a male mentor. (Kram, 1985; Missirian, 1983; 
Yoder, 1985). 
"Too closely identified with your mentor" was listed as 
a problem most frequently for both men and women faculty. 
Women rated, "Gaining of support;" while men rated "Gaining 
of knowledge" the highest for the benefits examined. Both 
men and women agreed that mentors "Suggested strategies for 
achieving work objectives, career goals, and recognition." 
Women and men varied the most with their responses to 
nominations for promotion by mentors. Women contended this 
sometimes occurred, while men maintained it almost never 
occurred. This finding is quite interesting, as it may be 
the antithesis for the difficulty that women typically have 
in male dominated professions; thus, placing men at a 
disadvantage. 
The psychosocial function of support and encouragement 
through positive interaction was registered the highest for 
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women and men. Women varied the most from men in their 
response to the following psychosocial function; "Served as 
a role model for you by setting attitude, value and behavior 
examples." The majority of women and men found their 
mentor relationship to be "very valuable." This value was 
emphasized in the comments on the survey. Except for a few 
differences, women and men faculty in physical therapy 
appear to have fairly similar views and values of the mentor 
relationship. 
The majority of men and women are no longer in the 
mentor relationship. Women, however, are more likely to 
continue the mentor relationship for more years than men 
faculty. This is also supported by relational development 
theory; specifically, the self-in relation-theory (Jordan, 
1984; Miller, 1985; Surrey, 1985). More women said the 
relationship was "not yet terminated" as compared with men. 
Meanwhile, sixty percent of the men and only twenty-nine 
percent of the women concurred that the relationship was 
mutually terminated. Women listed "job relocation," while 
men were evenly divided between this response and "Position 
change," as reasons for the end of the mentor-protege 
relationship. 
Women faculty tended to mentor more proteges than men 
faculty. It is striking that one faculty woman mentored a 
man, while none of the men faculty surveyed mentored women. 
This is a very positive finding, in light of previously 
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published research which stated that women were typically 
less likely to be mentored and less likely to mentor. The 
"token” status described by Yoder (1985) does not apply in 
the physical therapy programs, although it may apply at the 
university level. Hence, women may have time, or are 
willing to make time, to mentor proteges. Faculty, who have 
been mentored, have described this relationship as very 
valuable in the survey. The comments, on the survey and in 
the interview, reveal a willingness on the part of faculty 
to "give back," what they have benefited from, by becoming 
mentors themselves. This coincides with the latter stages 
for career development described by Dalton, Thompson, and 
Price (1977). This continuum was stressed by Reich (1986) 
to add substantially to the work satisfaction of most 
employees. 
The most frequent, favorable characteristic presented 
in the interviews was the faculty itself. The term 
"faculty" was mentioned in a positive way eleven times, when 
examining all responses by all of the faculty’s being 
interviewed. Specifically, faculty mentioned the "...open 
communication", ..."good company", ..."get along very, very 
well", ..."I liked working with them", ..."great 
communication", ..."very nice", ..."helpful." The 
previously cited research of Kram and Isabella (1985) 
explored peer relationships. They found that peer 
relationships can offer several functions which are similar 
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to those of the mentor relationship. These include 
information sharing, career strategizing, job-related 
feedback, confirmation, emotional support, personal 
feedback, and friendship. The peer relationship is one of 
mutuality, as compared with the complementary mentor 
relationship. 
Teaching was specified as a positive characteristic 
with the second highest frequency (6). Comments included, 
"...light teaching load, I was always involved in teaching 
in one capacity or another. So when the opening was there, 
I tried to do it", ..."a variable kind of job", ..."I had 
gotten my PH.D. with the idea of going into teaching", ..."I 
like teaching", ..."I find teaching to extremely exciting". 
Obviously, faculty selected teaching, because they like to 
teach. 
Essentially, there were four citations of research or 
grant funding and support as positive characteristics. One 
faculty cited a hindrance to research "...the draw back to 
being a major research university; that the focus on 
research is tending to decrease the importance of student 
related activities." Good communication and support by the 
chair/director was mentioned as positive characteristics by 
three faculty. 
A need for each of the following was expressed three 
times: salary increases, secretarial support, orientation. 
Faculty, who reported a need for salary increases, cited 
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salaries within this institution that ranged from $35,001 to 
$50,000, with a mean salary of $42,500. This represents a 
salary of $4911, lower than the mean salary of all 
respondents to the questionnaire. Mean salaries were 
calculated once again, using the mid-point of the range 
selected by faculty. Salaries outside of the institution 
ranged from less than $5000 to $40,000 for these faculty, 
with a mean of $20,000. 
Two faculty stated that high salaries were an 
attracting characteristic. One of these had a salary range 
within ’’this institution" of $70,000-$75,000, while the 
others were $45,001-$50,000. The mean salary for these 
faculty was $60,000. This represents a salary $12,589 
higher, than the mean salary for all respondents to the 
questionnaire. The salary range outside of "this 
institution" was $20,000 to greater than $75,000 for these 
faculty with a mean of $48,750. Hence, faculty who 
attributed salary as a problem, had a lower mean salary 
within "this institution" as well as outside this 
institution. This is in direct contrast with faculty who 
listed salary as an attracting feature to "this 
institution" whose mean salary, within " this institution" 
and outside this institution, was substantially higher. 
Conclusions 
Although mentors are considered by physical therapy 
faculty to be very valuable, mentorships alone do not 
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significantly affect physical therapy faculty retention. In 
addition, no significant differences were noted between 
mentored and non-mentored faculty with regard to retention, 
gender, rank, tenure, salary, career selection, prospects 
for future success, job change feelings and feelings about 
remaining in their present job. Gender did not 
significantly influence retention, salary, tenure, rank, 
prospects for future success, career planning, feelings 
about job change or retention in present job. 
Men and women faculty agree on the importance of 
establishing a mentor relationship. Women feel more 
strongly than men on the need for mentors at all 
organizational levels. Women are more inclined to disagree 
with the need for greater than one mentor to advance in 
academia. 
In this study a slightly higher percentage of women 
versus men, was mentored. The majority of women and all men 
had a mentor of the same gender. Unlike male dominated 
professions, women are finding other women and men mentors. 
Women also tend to remain in the mentoring relationship for 
more years than men. Mentored faculty, particularly women, 
have also taken on the role of mentor thus perpetuating the 
mentor relationship legacy. Both women and men experienced 
relatively few problems, as compared with the many benefits 
of the mentor relationship. 
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There appear to be a variety of factors influencing 
faculty retention. The survey revealed rank and tenure to 
positively influence faculty retention. Within the 
interviews, faculty most frequently mentioned other 
"faculty," as a positive feature attracting them "to" and 
retaining them "within" their institution. "Teaching" and 
"Research or grant funding" were also frequently mentioned. 
Salary, although not a significant finding in the 
survey, was mentioned several times in the interviews. 
Faculty who were paid higher salaries found this to be an 
attraction to academe; lower paid faculty reported low 
salaries to be a problem. It appears that when salaries 
reach a critically low level, one lower than or 
approximating the salary of new graduates, faculty 
reconsider their options for clinical rather than academic 
jobs. 
Institution "D" had the highest retention. This 
institution also had the greatest percentage of tenured 
faculty and the second highest salary level. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
1. Further analysis of factors which affect faculty 
retention, such as rank and tenure, need to be explored. 
2. Analysis of the peer relationship, as an 
attracting feature to academe and as a factor in the 
retention of faculty, requires further study and 
consideration. 
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3. The development of an orientation program to 
physical therapy academe appears to be warranted. Research 
to examine the effects of an orientation program on faculty 
retention and satisfaction could prove very useful. 
4. This study needs to be duplicated. By increasing 
the sample size, more vigorous statistical analysis could be 
used. Logically, its generalizability to other areas of the 
United States could be increased. 
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APPENDIX A 
COVER LETTER 
Dear Colleague: 
I an an active member of the APTA and an currently enrolled in the doctoral program at the 
University of Massachusetts. I an doing the research for ay dissertation on factors affecting 
faculty retention and I need your help. 
As you probably realize there is a faculty shortage in physical therapy programs throughout 
the United States. Factors affecting faculty retention are influencing this shortage. I plan 
to examine the role these factors play in faculty in physical therapy programs in Florida. 
Your response is needed. Given the relatively small number of faculty in the State of 
Florida, your assistance in responding to the enclosed questionnaire is very important to ensure 
that the study fairly represents the experiences of all faculty in Florida. 
This study is a two part study. You may participate in phase one or both phases of the 
study. The first part involves a questionnaire, the second part is a very brief follow-up 
telephone interview. You may withdraw, either partially or fully, from the study at any time. 
I know you are busy, but I hope you will take the time to complete this questionnaire by 
October 15, 1992. To help you enjoy this process, I have enclosed some decaffinated tea, Your 
assistance in completing this questionnaire 
is truly appreciated. 
As we all realize, questionnaires do not always ask or describe our most relevant concerns to 
the topic of the study. In order to address these specific concerns, I would like to conduct a 
brief follow-up telephone interview to obtain this information from you. If you are willing to 
participate in this latter, interview phase please sign your name below and return this letter in 
the separate envelope provided. 
Your responses are fully confidential. Responses will only be reported in aggregate 
statistical form. This report will be publicly available and should be of assistance to the 
profession in retaining faculty. 
Thank you for your assistance in this study. Your time and effort is truly appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
JoAnne Pelletier Rickert MS, PT 
Physical Therapist and Doctoral Candidate 
University of Massachusetts, Amherst, MA, 
*1,_, have read the above statement and agree to participate in the study as 
explained on the attached questionnaire and give my consent following the conditions stated above. 
Signature___Date_ 
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APPENDIX B 
REMINDER LETTER 
Dear Colleague: 
Several weeks ago a questionnaire was mailed to you. Perhaps the questionnaire has been 
misplaced. I am hoping that this is the reason I have yet to receive your response. Enclosed 
you will find another copy of the questionnaire that was designed to help with an understanding of 
faculty retention in physical therapy programs in Florida. Your assistance as a successful 
faculty member is essential for this research. You may withdraw, either partially or fully, from 
the study at any time. 
Please contribute to a better understanding of faculty retention by sharing your perceptions 
and experiences of factors contributing to retention by completing and returning the questionnaire 
by October 30, 1992. I am anxiously awaiting your response, 
Sincerely, 
JoAnne Pelletier MS, PT 
Physical Therapist and Doctoral Candidate 
University of Massachusetts, Amherst, MA, 
I,_, have read the above statement and agree to participate in the study as 
explained on the attached questionnaire and give my consent following the conditions stated above. 
Signature of participant_Date_ 
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APPENDIX C 
FOLLOW-UP POST CARD 
Dear Colleague, 
About one month ago I wrote to you seeking your opinion about your perception of factors 
influencing the physical therapy faculty shortage. As of today, I have not received your 
completed questionnaire, 
I am pleading with you to return the questionnaire because of the significance of each 
response. In order for the results to be truly representative of the opinions of all physical 
therapy faculty in FLorida, it is vitally important that each therapist in the sample return the 
questionnaire. 
Your contribution to the success of my study is so very important. It will mean the giving 
of your time so that I can complete several long years of study and perhaps make a significant 
contribution to the physical therapy profession, Won’t you please help? Please return the 
completed questionnaire not later than November 7, 1992, 
Sincerely, 
JoAnne Pelletier MS, PT 
Physical Therapist and Doctoral Candidate 
University of Massachusetts, Amherst, MA. 
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APPENDIX D 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
Cod* Number_ Would you Ilk* *n executive 
summary of th* results?_yes _no 
Pl**s« answer th* following to th* b*st of your ability. Your identity will b* kept 
confidential. Thank you for your tie* and cooperation. 
1. How many years have you been working in a physical therapy faculty position? _years 
2. How many years have you been working for this institution? _years 
3. Which of the following most accurately describes your ranking in the academic setting? (Circle one number) 
1 Lecturer 2 Instructor 3 Assistant Professor 4 Associate Professor 5 Professor 
4. Which of th* following applies to you? (Circle one number) 
1 Part-time 2 Full-time 3 Chairperson/Director 4 Dean 
5. Which applies to you? (Circle one number) 1 Non-tenure 2 Tenure track 3 Tenured 
6. Gender? (Circle one number) 1 Female 2 Male 
7. Which best describes th* method by which you selected a faculty career? (Circle one number) 
1 Preplanned 2 Accidental 
8. When did you first decide upon a career in physical therapy academia? (Circle on* number) 
1 High school 2 College 3 After entering the labor market 4 Other_ 
9. Which of the following patterns best describes your career history? (Circle one number) 
1 Continuous employment pattern (employed continuously throughout adult life) 
2 Interrupted pattern (took time off and then returned to uninterrupted employment) 
3 Sporatic entry and exit history (frequently entered and exited employment in adult life) 
10. In what type of institution are you presently employed? 1 Private 2 Public 
11. How many times have you been promoted in th* last five years?_ 
12. Age_ (Pleas* specify) 
13. Is this faculty position your only job? _yes _no 
14. Is this faculty position your primary job? _yes _no 
15. ' If you answered no to number 13 pleas* specify the nature of your other job. 
18. What is your current marital status? (Circle one number) 
1 Single (never married) 2 Married 3 Separated 4 Divorced 5 Widowed 
17. Do you have children? yee no 
18. If yes, how many? 
19. Race/Ethnicity 
1 Black 5 Alaskan 
2 Hispanic 6 Native American Indian 
3 Caucasian 7 Other 
4 Asian 
20. What is th* highest level of education you obtained? (Circle on* number) 
1 Some college (specify type)_ 
2 Baccalaureate degree (specify type)_ 
3 Master degree (specify type)_ 
4 Certificate of advanced graduate study (specify type)_ 
5 Doctoral degree (specify type)_ 
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21. Which of the following best describes your salary in this academic position? (Circls ona numbsr) 
1 <10,000 8 40,001-45,000 
2 10,001-15,000 9 45,001-50,000 
3 15,001-20,000 10 50,001-55,000 
4 20,001-25,000 11 55,001-60,000 
5 25,001-30,000 12 60,001-65,000 
6 30,001-35,000 13 65,001-70,000 
7 35,001-40,000 14 70,001-75,000 
15 >75,000 
22. Which of ths following best dsscribss your salary outsids of this acadsaic position? (Circls ona numbsr) 
1 None 10 40,001-45,000 
2 <5,000 11 45,001-50,000 
3 5,001-10,000 12 50,001-55,000 
4 10,001-15,000 13 55,001-60,000 
5 15,001-20,000 14 60,001-65,000 
6 20,001-25,000 15 65,001-70,000 
7 25,001-30,000 16 70,001-75,000 
8 30,001-35,000 17 >75,000 
9 35,001-40,000 
23. Which of ths following bsst dsscribss how your fssl about changing your job? (Circls ons number) 
1 I would quit this job immediately, if I could find another job. 
2 I would accept another job offer in which I could earn a comparable salary. 
3 I would like to change both ay job and my occupation. 
4 I would like to maintain a job in acadsae in another institution. 
5 I am not eager to change my job, but I would do so if I could get a 
better job. 
6 I cannot think of any jobs for which I would exchange mine. 
7 I would not exchange ay job for any other. 
24. Overall, how would you rate your prospects for future success? 
1 Poor 2 Fairly poor 3 Fairly good 4 Very good 5 Excellent 
25. Have you at any time in your career, been guided by a more experienced, higher ranking 
individual who aided with your professional development and career advancement beyond normal 
supervisory guidance? (Circle ons number) 
1 Yes 2 No 
26. Which of the following best describes how you feel about remaining in your present faculty 
position? (Circle one number) 
1 I am very likely to leave this institution within the next six months. 
2 I am very likely to leave this institution within the next year. 
3 I would consider leaving this institution within the next year if given 
a better offer. 
4 I would consider leaving this institution within the next two years if 
given a better offer. 
5 I am unlikely to leave this institution within the next two years. 
6 I am unlikely to leave this institution within the next five years. 
7 I am planning to remain in this institution until retirement. 
6 Ot e _ 
The following set of statements are designed to obtain information on mentoring relationships. 
Please respond to the statements using the following scale regardless of whether you have been 
mentored or not. (Please circle number) 
1 Strongly disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree 5 Strongly Agree 
27. Physical therapy faculty need mentors to succeed. 
28. It is easy for physical therapy faculty to acquire a mentor. 
29. It is easy for women physical therapy faculty to acquire a mentor. 
30. Having a mentor can mean the difference between career success and failure. 
31. Acquiring a mentor will help ensure organizational advancement. 
32. Many faculty are willing to be mentors. 
33. Faculty only need a mentor in the early career stages. 
34. It appears to be easier for women to acquire a mentor than for men to acquire a mentor. 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
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1 Strongly disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree 5 Strongly Agree 
35. Having a mentor is more important for women's career success than for man's career success. 1 
36. Many faculty succeed without having a mentor. 1 
37. Faculty's slow advancement into upper level positions can be attributed to a lack of mentors. 1 
38. Faculty pursuing academic careers need to establish a mentoring relationship. 1 
39. Having a mentor is more important for men's success than for women's success. 1 
40. Faculty need mentors at all organizational levels. 1 
41. Faculty need more than one mentor to advance in academia. 1 
42. Acquiring a mentor does not ensure organizational success. 1 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
The final portion of the guestionnaire addresses specific aspects of the mentoring relationship 
and is to be completed by those individuals who have had a mentor(s). Therefore, continue with the 
questionnaire ii ygy answered "YES" to question number 25. I* you have not had a mentor and 
answered "NO" to question 25, please stop here, include any comments regarding mentoring that you 
would like to make, and return the questionnaire in the enclosed return envelope. X very much 
appreciate your completing this questionnaire and wish you continued success in your career. 
Sincerely, 
JoAime Pelletier Rickert 
Comments regarding mentoring from nonmentored faculty: 
Haotojing Beinteonghipg el Phwlcal Therapy Faculty 
45. How many mentor(s) have you had? _Hentor(s) 
46. Check one of the following to show the sex of the mentor(s). Respond for each mentor you have 
had. If you had over 3 mentors, respond based on your 3 most influential mentors. 
Mentor Mentor Mentor 
12 3 
1 Male _ _ _ 
2 Female _ _ _ 
47. Check one of the following to show the time period in your career in which the 
relationship(s) first emerged. (Please respond for each mentor you have had). 
Mentor Mentor Mentor 
12 3 
1 During first 5 years _ _ _ 
2 During 6-10 years _ _ _ 
3 During ll-15th year _ _ _ 
4 During 16-20th year _ _ _ 
5 During 21-2 5th year _ _ _ 
6 Other_ _ _ _ 
(specify) 
48. Check the one of the following which would best describe your career level at the time the 
relationship(s) first emerged. (Please respond for each mentor you have had). 
Mentor 
3 
Hentor Mentor 
1 2 
0 Prior to academic position _ _ 
1 Lecturer _ _ 
2 Instructor _ _ 
3 Assistant Professor _ _ 
4 Associate Professor - - 
5 Professor _ _ 
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49. Check the one of the following which would beet deecribe the mentor(s) career level et the 
tine the relationship!e) first emerged. (Please respond for each mentor you have had). 
Mentor Mentor 
1 2 
0 Prior to academic position _ _ 
1 Lecturer _  
2 Instructor _ 
3 Assistant Professor - - 
4 Associate Professor   
5 Professor _ _ 
Mentor 
3 
50. Did both of you work for the same company at the onset of the relationship(s)? (Please respond 
for each mentor you have had). 
Mentor Mentor Mentor 
1 2 3 
1 Yes - - - 
2 Ho _ _ _ 
51. To the best of your knowledge, what were the corresponding ages at the onset of the 
relationship!s)? (Please write in specific number). 
Mentor Mentor Mentor 
1 Your age 
1 2 3 
age 2 Mentor's 
52. Check one of the following to show who initiated the relationship^). (Please respond for each 
mentor you have had). 
Mentor Mentor Mentor 
12 3 
1 You did 
2 Mentor did 
3 Mutually initiated 
53. Here there specific characteristics you wanted your mentor(s) to possess? (Circle one number) 1 Yes 2 No 
54. If yes to the above question, which characteristics did you look for in your mentor(s). Check 
only those that were important then circle the three most important characteristics. 
1 Ability to develop subordinates 
2 Ability to take risks 
3 Ability to share knowledge and expertise 
4 High position in the organization 
5 Knowledge of the organization 
6 Knowledge of individuals in the organization 
7 Knowledge and use of organizational power 
8 Positive and open mindedness 
9 Respect from others in the organization 
10 Rank/Status in the organization 
11 Upwardly oriented 
12 Other_ 
54. Which of the following characteristics, in your opinion, were most important in helping you gain 
or attract a mentor? Please check those that you believe were important and circle the three most important. 
1 Ability to work well with others 
2 Assertiveness 
3 Dedication and hard work 
4 Enthusiasm 
5 Independence 
6 Intelligence 
7 Publicized goals 
8 Risk taking abilities 
9 The right image 
10 Other_ 
11 Other_ 
(please specify) 
56. Check which problems, if any, emerged for you during the mentoring 
(Please respond for each mentor you have had). 
Mentor 
1 
1 Time/energy constraints placed upon you by your mentor - 
2 Unrealistic expectations from your mentor . 
3 Unfair manipulation from your mentor _ 
4 Political problems _ 
5 Organizational conflict - 
6 Jealousy from peers, spouse, etc.  
7 Overdependency on your mentor - 
8 Too closely identified with your mentor  
9 Issues related to sexuality - 
10 Other___ (please specify)- 
relationship(s). 
Mentor 
2 
Mentor 
3 
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Please comment on the problems. 
57. Rate the existence of the following functions in each of your mentoring relationships). 
(Circle one number for each mentor using the following response categories). 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
1 Never 2 Seldom 3 Sometimes 4 Often 5 Always 
Mentor 
Served as a role model for you by setting attitude, value and behavior examples. 1 
Assigned responsibilities to help develop relationships with key figures in the 1 
organization. 
Suggested strategies for achieving work objectives, career goals and recognition 1 
Enabled enjoyable informal exchangee about work and other outside experiences. 1 
Protected you from damaging contact with senior executives. 1 
Enabled the exploration of personal concerns. 1 
Assigned you challenging work along with training and performance feedback. 1 
Nominated you for promotions. l 
Supported and encouraged you through positive interaction. 1 
1 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
Mentor 
2 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
Mentor 
3 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
58. To what extent did you benefit from each of the following areas in your mentoring 
relationship(s). (Circle one number for each mentor using the following categories). 
To: 1 a very little extent 2 a little extent 3 some extent 4 a great extent 5 a very great extent 
Mentor 
1 
Mentor 
2 
Mentor 
3 
1 Gaining of knowledge 
2 Gaining of support 
3 Gaining of protection 
4 Position advancement 
5 Increased prestige 
6 Increased Power 
7 Increased self esteem 
8 Gaining clarity of career goals 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
59. Check one of the following to show whether you are still involved in the 
mentoring relationship with the mentor(s). (Please respond for each mentor 
you have had). 
Mentor Mentor Mentor 
12 3 
1 Still involved - - - 
2 No longer involved - - - 
60. Check one of the following to show how long the mentoring relationships) 
have lasted. (Please respond for each mentor you have had). 
Mentor Mentor Mentor 
12 3 
1 Under 2 years - - - 
2 Two to 4 years - - - 
3 Five to 7 years - - - 
4 Eight to 10 years - - - 
5 Over 10 years  - - 
61. Check one of the following to show who terminated the relationships). 
(Please respond for each mentor you have had). 
Mentor Mentor Mentor 
12 3 
1 I did _ _ _ 
2 Mentor did - - - 
3 Mutually terminated  - - 
4 Not yet terminated - - - 
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62. For each relationship that is terminated, check one of the following to show what caused the 
relationship(s) to end. (Please respond for each sentor you have had). 
Hentor Mentor Hentor 
12 3 
1 Heeds met/naturally terminated - - - 
2 Dissatisfaction in relationship 
resulted in termination „- - - 
3 Position change _ _ _ 
4 Job relocation _ _ _ 
5 Death of mentor - - - 
6 Other (specify)_ _ _ 
63. Check one of the following to show how you would characterize the value of the mentoring 
relationship!s) to your career. (Please respond for each mentor you have had). 
Mentor Mentor Mentor 
12 3 
1 Very valuable - - - 
2 Some value - - - 
3 Limited value _ _ _ 
4 Ho value _ _ _ 
64. Check one of the following to show how you would characterize your present feelings toward the 
mentor(s). (Please respond for each mentor you have had). 
Mentor Mentor Mentor 
1 2 3 
1 Close/Peer-like 
Friendly 
Neutral 
2 
3 
4 Not Friendly 
Hostile 5 
65. Have you been a mentor to someone? (Circle one number). 1 Yes 2 Ho 
66. If yes, for how many and were they male or female? Humber _Female _Male 
67. Do you have any advice regarding mentoring relationships for faculty pursuing a career in academe? 
68. Do you have any advice regarding mentoring relationships for physical 
therapists pursuing a career in academe? 
THANK Y00 VERY MOCH FOR COMPLETING THIS QUESTIONNAIRE. THE INFORMATION YOD HAVE PROVIDED WILL 
BE MOST HELPFUL FOR PHYSICAL THERAPY FACULTY AS THEY PURSUE THEIR CAREER IN ACADEME. 
SINCERELY, _ _ 
. ^v. '■'d Jfzjc Jr 
j JOANNE PELLETIER RICKERT 
The above questionnaire was adapted with permission from the instruments utilized in the 
following research: Ricketts, L (1988) Career Mentoring Relationships el female Retail gxecittiveg iQ 
the Southwestern Region el United States Doctoral Dissertation, Ohio 8tate University, Ohio. 
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APPENDIX E 
OPEN ENDED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
Introduction: Hello, this is JoAnne Pelletier Rickert. 
Thank you for agreeing to participate in the interview on 
factors which affect faculty retention. Is this a good time 
for you to answer these 4 questions? 
If yes.continue with interview. Your responses are 
being recorded, so you may hear a beeping sound occasionally 
while we are talking. Your name will be kept confidential 
and your responses will be reported anonymously in the 
research. 
If no. What would be a better date and time to 
call? 
1. What attracted you to this faculty position? 
2. What support system have you encountered in 
this position? 
3. What would you like that was not there? 
(i.e. support) 
4. Is there anything else you would like to add? 
Thank you so much for participating in this study, your 
cooperation and assistance has made this study possible. 
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APPENDIX F 
COPYRIGHT LETTER OF PERMISSION FROM L. A. RICKETTS 
TO USE QUESTIONS ADAPTED FROM HER QUESTIONNAIRE 
Iowa State University College of Family and 
Consumer Sciences 
Department of Textiles and Clothing 
1052 LeBaron Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011-1120 U.S.A. 
515 294-2628 
FAX 515 294-6364 
OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
April 19, 1990 
JoAnne Pelletier Rickert 
2215 S.E. Eighth 
Cape Coral, FL 33990 
Dear JoAnne: 
I am writing to notify you that you have my permission to use in your dissertation 
the mentoring instrument I developed. 
Best wishes as you begin your study! 
Sincerely, 
LuAnn Gaskill 
Assistant Professor 
Department of Textiles and Clothing 
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APPENDIX G 
INTERVIEW TRANSCRIPT 
The following are the responses to the open ended 
questions posed during telephone interviews with the 
physical therapy faculty. The questions are listed in the 
order in which they were asked. For the purpose of clarity, 
the responses are direct quotes and listed by institution 
rather than in the order taken during the interview. To 
maintain anonymity, faculty members are listed as number "1" 
or "2" and the institutions are listed "A” through "D". To 
avoid ambiguity, kindly observe interviewer’s remarks in 
parenthesis. 
Question 1: "What attracted you to this faculty 
position?" 
A-l "I had worked with several of the faculty in previous 
engagements and I liked working with them and when the 
opportunity came up to join the faculty I took it, so, I 
guess faculty. All the faculty." 
A-2 "High salary, light teaching load and good company." 
B-l "Oh, several things; one, there was an opportunity to 
do something different than what I had been doing. Another 
one was the money; it paid more. A third was the chance to 
start up a research program, which up to that point was not 
that active." 
B-2 "It’s hard to tell, I always, I was always involved in 
teaching in one capacity or another. So, when the opening 
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was there I tried to do it full-time, but I can’t really. 
For years before I was a like, visiting faculty or part-time 
teaching a course, while I was holding another position, 
clinical position or administrative position. So, it just 
was one more thing to try." 
C-l "I already have some experience in a clinical education 
oriented position with my previous job, before I came to 
[institution]; so that attracted me. I was interested in 
getting into academia and just the flexibility of being at a 
university, of being able to coordinate; still being able to 
continue clinical practice and teach and coordinate the 
internships; a variable kind of, you know, job." 
C-2 "Initially, well I heard about from word of mouth and I 
knew the area they needed teaching in was exactly the area, 
that I had an interest in teaching; so, that’s really what 
did it." 
D-l "This particular faculty position," ("Yes") "as opposed to 
any other faculty position;" ("or you could actually explain 
about other positions and then also explain about this one. 
Which ever way you prefer)." 
"Well I came to "A" faculty position simply because I 
had gotten my PH.D. with the idea of going into teaching, and 
I came to this particular position; because my husband’s job 
had moved us to [city], Florida; and this was the nearest 
physical therapy curriculum at the time. There were 
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vacancies here and I came down and said, ’Are you interested 
in me?’ And they said ’yes,’ and I took the position.” 
D-2 "It was a number of combination of factors, location, my 
responsibilities on the faculty, the potential for my wife’s 
employment, and the fact that it was in a well respected, 
major university with a major health center.” 
Question: 2. "What support system have you encountered in 
this position?" 
A-l "Support systems, in regard to what?" ("Physical therapy 
academe and your position there?") "I’m not sure I understand 
the question, it’s very general." ("OK., The type of 
support system the research examined happened to be 
mentorships and did you find this available within your 
facility and if so, what type and how was that set up, or 
was it on your own?") 
"Well, in faculty here, I am a non-physical therapist 
and there is one other non-physical therapist on the faculty 
here and that person has been on the the faculty for several 
years and he was assigned to me as my mentor, and so in that 
sense I have that support and as I mentioned in the survey I 
have only been on the faculty for a couple of months." ("So 
you have a system that sets up mentors for you?") "Yes, I do 
and there’s regular support for faculty materials and 
everything else." 
A-2 "Good faculty, light teaching load." 
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B-l "Tremendous support in terms of time and availability 
from the dean and director. A lot of individual freedom to 
pursue what needs to be done. Some monetary support. Money 
is tight everywhere but considering what is going on in 
other universities; I tend to think that I get pretty good 
monetary support as well. Support from staffing and other 
ancillary type of area as well." 
B-2 "In what sense, you mean in the university" ("Yes") 
"Well there is the other faculty and the chairman of the 
department, that you can coordinate with or draw on if you 
need." 
C-l "I have real supportive, the faculty here within our 
own department is very supportive, especially my department 
chair, very supportive." 
C-2 "Do you have a prompt you want to give to that? I’m not 
sure what you mean support system. I mean there is no 
formal support system that I know of." ("Mentors/peer type 
of support") "Well let’s see. "As I recall your question 
about mentors, actually, none of them are really here. 
They’re people that I had experiences with in other 
facilities and through other areas. There’s not really a 
formal support system. Everyone here has been very nice to 
me and has always gone out of their way to give me the 
freedom and flexibility to do what I wanted to do. But 
actually the mentors that you asked about are really not 
here physically." 
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D-l ’’Support systems, well, I guess the fact that several 
of the faculty have been here for many years has been 
helpful. On the other hand, there are not many structured 
support systems here. I have found that I have made some 
initiatives, including initiatives outside our department; 
that have been very helpful in finding activities, that I 
enjoyed working with and that has been as important as 
anything is finding people with a similar mind set to mine, 
and being able to work in those kind of activities.” ("And 
what would those activities be?’’) "Well, I’ve been involved 
in the geriatric education center here, which has been a real 
important link with a lot of different departments here at 
the university and related to geriatrics. It so happens 
that I chair the intercollegiate athletics committee here at 
the university, and that has also gotten me outside the 
department and linking with other activities. So that part 
of it is structural things having to do with grants, and 
part of it has to do with committee structure here at the 
university." 
D-2 "In terms of academic support or in just me 
professionally or?" ("All of the above.") "Some of the 
biggest issues have been the division sponsored research, 
were very helpful to me in getting some seed money to get 
some of my research started during the first two years, when 
I was here. Those are competitive programs open to all 
faculty that are just joining the university. The college 
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had some, about $25,000 to help me to get started, also 
buying some research equipment, and shortly after I joined 
the faculty here I had a friend from graduate school who 
joined the faculty in another department. Although we work 
in very similar areas, and having a friend, someone I knew 
before, coming to the university, coming here and being able 
to work collaboratively with that individual, has been very, 
very, beneficial." 
Question 3: "What would you like that was not there? 
(i.e. support)" 
A-l "The department that I’m in right now is considerably, 
the resources in the department are considerably greater 
than what I’ve experienced before, so I’m not really wanting 
right now." 
A-2 "A secretary assigned to me who is competent. ("And 
how about other types of support, such as mentors and things 
like that?") "A secretary who is competent assigned to 
_it 
me. 
B-l "What I would like to have is my lab finished, which 
is dragging and that’s a factor of moving into a space; that 
was previously occupied by somebody else, and not being able 
to get their things out primarily. We are doing everything 
we can to do that, but it kind of is at the other end and 
that’s getting a little frustrating." ("What kind of a lab 
is this for?") "It’s a lab for doing primarily bench type 
research for muscle and muscle physiology." 
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B-2 ’’Secretarial work. I would have liked to have had that. 
Although we supposedly have it, it’s really not available. 
A lot of the things I spend my time on could have been done 
by a secretary, if I had a good secretary." 
C-l "Oh, that’s a good question. I don’t know if I have an 
answer for that off the top of my head. I would say 
probably, maybe, just more availability for support. Seems 
like people are always so busy that you don’t have enough 
time to be able to sit and really; you know, get support at 
some critical times when you really need it." 
C-2 "Oh, far and away the most critical aspect of support, 
without question, is monetary. The salary framework here is 
such, that someone like myself; who has children in a family 
needs first thing every year to think about how they’re 
going to supplement their income, and so that goes way above 
any priorities that are academic, and hence, there’s no 
question in mind that salary increases would be the most 
critical type of real support that I could use." 
D-l "I guess I would have liked a little bit better 
understanding. I had never had a faculty position before, 
and really early on didn’t have any sense for the urgency of 
establishing a, really early on, track record in 
publications; and this is particularly important as the time 
lag in presenting manuscripts continues to lengthen and 
lengthen and lengthen to where by the time you submit; get 
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it back, do changes, get it back, get it published; is a 
year or better. 
Well I guess I didn’t have a sense for that early on, 
and also just the whole notion of what it’s like to be a 
faculty member. I came in with a very naive sense that 
because I knew physical therapy, that you just taught 
physical therapy. The other expectations of being a faculty 
member including serving on committees and curriculum issues 
and being involved in advisement all of which I very much 
enjoy, I think has been much more time consuming than I ever 
would have anticipated prior to being a faculty member and I 
think having had some guidance or support in identifying how 
to set priorities a little better, particularly in regard to 
the tenure process." 
D-2 "I can’t really. I’m sure there’s things that would 
have been helpful, but they’ve provided everything that you 
really could need. I mean, if you need more that that, 
you’re probably never going to get it done." 
Question:4: "Is there anything else you would like to 
add?" 
A-l "Well, I don’t know how germane it is to your research 
other than in the move I made to join this faculty. I have 
moved into a medical school and the expectations of faculty 
in a medical school, at least in my university, are very 
different in the sense or in comparison to non-medical 
school faculty positions and that clarification of changes 
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for people coming from other academic backgrounds outside of 
medical schools into medical schools, orientation along 
those lines, would be helpful." ("Specifically?") "Well 
the way the medical school goes about doing things is 
different than my previous experience in academia. Fiscally 
and human resources and management." ("Some differences?") 
"Well there’s many different types of appointments in 
medical school, research, teaching, clinical, as opposed to 
the greater, not the greater; regular academics, tenure, 
non-tenure track. So there’s greater variability in terms 
of the different types of academic appointments for 
example." ("Do you see that as an asset or a draw back?") 
"I don’t see it as either. "I see it as a point of getting 
information and that’s what your question is and directing 
it to this." 
A-2 "A secretary assigned to me. That’s been my only 
complaint here; I’m really very happy." 
B-l "I think one of the things, that is the great 
communication that we have here, I mean, everyone gets along 
very, very, well, from the dean all the way down. I think 
that’s an important factor. I feel like I’m part of the 
ball game and I’m not back in the, ah, shower or something 
like that. Everyone gets involved; is very congenial, very 
good open communication." 
B-2 "Faculty retention in our field is the finances. 
Certainly a position at the university does not keep up with 
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what therapists can make outside. So, yes, it is your 
choice to be in the university. However, I think it’s 
extremely important that faculty will be allowed to practice 
outside both to keep their skills and to supplement their 
salary. Because at one point, you know, when your new 
graduates are making the same as you or more than you, after 
20 years of experience; at a certain point you stop and look 
at it. So I think the salaries are extremely non¬ 
competitive." ("Anything else?") "No, I think that’s it. I 
think for me that if I left teaching it would have been 
because of finances." ("So. Maybe, I guess in that light, I 
should ask what is it that is making you stay, or you know, 
what is encouraging you to stay?") "I like teaching more 
than... I’m still doing clinical work. I do have that option 
to do clinical work, so I don’t feel completely cut off from 
that; and I like teaching enough and it did not come to that 
extreme yet. You know, I’m still, I think financially, I’m 
not pushed enough to leave teaching, but if it came to that, 
I mean, if I left teaching, that would have been the only 
reason; because I do like to teach, a lot, but there is a 
limit, how much you can sacrifice on the economic front." 
C-l "I don’t think so." 
C-2 "Other things, I think some form of formal support 
system for entering faculty would be a good idea. Some sort 
of semi-formal or informal buddying system. Some clearing 
house if you will where one could find out about the 
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research in the university, has to offer, fairly rapidly, 
instead of by trial and error. I don’t know if that’s for 
physical therapy faculty only, but something the institution 
could offer. I think particularly it’s true; particularly 
because physical therapists typically come to teaching from 
clinical settings; whereas, virtually everyone else on the 
faculty of the college here comes in from post-doctoral 
fellowships and academic careers and so they kind of have a 
big edge on physical therapy faculty, per se, in terms of 
developing a research base or research interests developing 
course work, and things like that." 
D-l "Oh Dear!" ("That’s an open question.") "Tell me again 
what our topic is?" ("Factors that affect faculty retention 
and also it can be any factors and one of the factors that I 
was examining was ’mentorships’. You can either address any 
factors or that, or what are some of the factors you think 
may?") "Well, one of the factors, I think, it just has been 
real important to me, is that we have the best and brightest 
of students and they’re just wonderful to interact with and 
I have found that the students have sort of assumed the 
role, that I thought I would never be able to give up with 
patients, in being able to help; and to be involved in their 
lives as people and I have found that in my personal 
instance they have kept me very motivated and interested in 
moving ahead within this field. 
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Because, I think the really important thing is here that 
we, as faculty, have a major opportunity to make a difference 
in the future of the profession by teaching students what’s 
of value here not only in terms of classroom learning; but in 
assuming a professional role and taking some leadership and 
those kinds of things. I think, as I said , I think we’re 
in a unique position to influence that and I think that’s 
real important that we assume that responsibility. 
I wish there were a better system within the university 
for rewarding the activities, that I think are very 
important, such as: teaching, advising, student related 
activities, interdisciplinary activities; since most of the 
reward systems come through a department structure a lot of 
activities that focus outside this department are not 
clearly recognized or documented; as those that are done 
with in the department and I think that to my mind the 
drawback to being a major research university that the focus 
on research is tending to decrease the importance of student 
related activities. I guess that would be my most important 
message.” She then asked the interviewer how the research 
was going then added: "It’s a great field to be in. I find 
teaching to be extremely exciting and the university 
environment to be very stimulating and think it’s just a lot 
of fun. I enjoy it very much and I hope I get tenure, so I 
can stay here. How’s that?" 
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D-2 "Well in terms of a profession wide basis or in terms 
of the university, because we’ve lost a couple people within 
the last couple years within our own faculty." ("Yes, if 
you want to expand on both of those actually.") "I think 
the APTA is dominated by the clinicians and they really 
aren’t doing much of a job, a very good job, in meeting the 
needs of academic faculty from a number of standpoints. The 
scientific quality of the meetings the APTA sponsors aspire 
to be abysmal. That’s why I don’t go to them any longer. 
Within our own university, one of the reasons a lot of 
people have been leaving is the inability to earn outside 
income. 
Despite the fact that salaries have been frozen for two 
years due to state budget problems, there’s been a 
reluctance on the part of administration to allow us to 
work in clinical settings to earn money. So as a result, 
there are kids, that are graduating within after two years 
after graduating, that are making about the same thing that 
faculty with doctoral degrees are making. That’s one thing 
that’s not helping faculty to stay around. Satisfaction is 
one thing, but it doesn’t pay the mortgage at all." 
In addition to the above question this individual 
commented that she/he felt the questions were "a little 
biased". The following are the comments from this 
individual. 
132 
"Thought some of your questions looked a little biased 
to me. It looked like you sort of came up with a hypothesis 
that a lot of women aren’t possibly doing that well in 
faculty positions in physical therapy settings because of a 
lack of mentorships and it’s just the way it read to me. 
That was probably the primary issues that you were 
interested in and having a mentor and I have had one for a 
while, can be very, very, useful but generally things have 
to be a two way street. 
Someone’s not going to take you under their wing and help 
you get a bunch of papers published and move forward unless 
you’re helping them. People just don’t have the time to do 
that, and unless someone’s prepared to go in and really 
commit fully to doing it; getting the research out and 
becoming productive in someone else’s lab and learn 
techniques; so they can go out and be independent, on their 
own, with these techniques it’s not going to happen. There 
ain’t no such thing as a free lunch. An economics professor 
once told me if you want some thing you’re generally going 
to have to be prepared to give something back. The other 
problem is a lot of physical therapy faculty graduate with 
doctorates in education, go into physical therapy faculties 
and then try to do research in areas in which they’re not 
really trained. 
They’re competing against people who have degrees in 
physiology of anatomy or neuro. or something like that, with 
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post-doctoral research experience and they wonder why 
they’re not competing effectively with these people in 
physiology departments and so forth and it’s just not, 
they’re not even in the same universe in terms of 
qualifications, academic qualifications and research tools. 
But other than that, I don’t have anything to say." 
This concludes the transcript of the interview with each 
of the participants. 
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